we? Ihe 


Re 


£ 


REE. 


Shee =] 2 


PREee 


sl tsseE 2] 


StRFRoBSSS EB | 


~< 
= 


“Bare &52%se2/ & S- 


2a&| TTSTESET CE. i 


Jone 29, 1867. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 








The Subscription to the Soutctrors’ JOURNAL is—Town, 


.; Country, 288., with the WEEKLY ReporTeR, 52s. 
Fant in advance includes Double Numbers and 


ie can have their Volumes bound at the Office—cloth, 
9s, 60.; half law calf, 4s. 6d. 

All Letters intended for publication in the ‘‘ Solicitors’ Jour- 
nal” must be authenticated by the name of the writer, 
though not necessarily for publication. 

Where difficulty is experrenced in procuring the Journal with 

ity in the Provinces, it 1s requested that application 
be made direct to the Publisher. 


Che Solicitors’ Journal. 


LONDON JUNE 29, 1867. 
——~>——_— 

+ Tae Hon. Grorce DenMAN’s BIut for the Abolition 
of the Attorneys’ and Solicitors’ Certificate Duty passed 
through its second stage on Tuesday: vide our parlia- 
mentary summary. The opposition is reserved for the 
third reading. Meanwhile we desire to draw attention 
to a statement of reasons in support of the bill which has 
been published by the Incorporated Law Society, in which 
the inconsistency of such a tax upon attorneys and soli- 
citors is well set forth. 

We have in past years steadily advocated the proposi- 
tion which is so stoutly championed by Mr. Denman, and 
we thank him for his untiring advocacy. Tuesday, July 
the 2nd, is the day upon which the bill stands for the 
third reading, and we understand that the Government 
will summon all their forces to oppose the measure. The 
supporters of the bill are, however, in good heart. 











WE PRINT in another column the Incorporated Law 
Society’s objections to the clause which Mr. Hibbert pro- 
poses to introduce into the Bankruptcy Bill, rendering 
barristers of five years’ standing eligible for the office of 
county court registrar. The office of clerk and registrar 
has been hitherto filled by solicitors, and we have not 
heard any complaints of the manner in which they 
have discharged its duties; in addition to this the work 
is more solicitor’s work than barrister’s. 


It MAY BE of practical service to the legal profession, 
and will not be unprofitable to the general public who 
may be interested in cases to be argued before the Court 
of Common Pleas, sitting in Banco, if we state that such 
are the inconvenient arrangements of the existing Courts 
at Westminster, that their Lordships have been sitting 
up stairs in what is known as Vice-Chancellor Stuart’s 
Court. It is somewhat difficult of discovery, but may 
be found by means of numerous inquiries, though scarcely 
then without a guide. Members of the bar will assuredly 
be interested in learning that Lord Chief Justice Bovill 
last week, upon one or two applications being made to 
the Court to postpone cases, expressed his desire that in 
future, counsel should make such applications on the day 
previously, and not when matters were already in the 
paper, because it occasioned great inconvenience to 
counsel, solicitors, and the public. 


A CURIOUS EXAMPLE of the perversion of a salutary 
enactment has been afforded in the case of Barraclough 
V. Greenhough, which lately came before the Exche- 
quer Chamber, and which is reported in the Weekly 
Reporter of this day. It will be remembered that formerly, 
in all cases where a will concerning lands had to be 
Proved, it was necessary to produce the original will, as 
the probate was not evidence. But by section 64 of the 
Probate Court Act (20 & 21 Vict. c. 77) it was provided 
~~ in any action where, according to the existing law, 
it would be n to produce and prove an original 
“sa in order to establish a devise of real estate, it should 

lawful for the party intending to establish in proof 





such devise to give to the opposite party ten days’ notice 
that he intended at the trial to give in evidence as proof 
of the devise the probate of the will; and in every such 
case such probate should be “ sufficient evidence of such 
will, and of its validity and contents,’ notwithstanding 
the same might not have been proved in solemn form, 
unless the party receiving such notice should, within four 
days after receipt, give notice that he disputed the validity 
of such devise. 

In an ejectment which came on for trial at the Leeds 
Summer Assizes of last year, the plaintiff claimed under 
the heir-at-law and the defendant relied on a devise. 
The plaintiff came prepared to dispute the validity of this 
devise, on the ground of undue influence, and both parties 
had brought many witnesses at considerable expense to 
the assize town. The defendant’s attorney had served 
upon the plaintiff personally notice of intention to give 
the probate. in evidence as proof of the devise. The 
plaintiff, who was an ignorant woman, kept the notice 
several days, so that her attorney was prevented giving 
notice in due time that the plaintiff disputed “the validity 
of the devise.” ‘The defendant’s counsel, at the trial, 
admitted the plaintiff’s title under the heir-at-law, and 
relied on the devise, in proof of which he put in the pro- 
bate in common form, and proved the service of the 
statutory notice. He contended that as the plaintiff’s 
counter-notice had not been served in due time the pro- 
bate wasconclusive. Mr. Justice Mellor, after consulting 
Mr. Justice Montague Smith, adopted this opinion and 
non-suited the plaintiff. 

We have not space to enter here into a full discussion 
of the question thus arising, and we must content our- 
selves with saying, with all respect, that the opinion of 
these two learned judges appears contrary to common 
sense, We are bound, however, to assume that a ruling 
which was upheld by the Court of Queen’s Bench admits 
of stronger arguments in its favour than we are able to 
discover. In the absence of authority to the contrary 
we should have said that, although the statute makes 
the probate “ sufficient evidence ” of the will, it does not 
make it conclusive. Indeed, we should have regarded 
the decision as not only unsound, but as inflicting very 
great hardship on the plaintiff, who had come prepared 
with witnesses to enter into the question of undue influ- 
ence. The remark has been made before that judges 
show a tendency to nonsuit plaintiffs in heavy cases to- 
wards the end of the summer assizes. Certainly it is 
not uncommon to hear of a nonsuit in August set aside 
in November. 

The Exchequer Chamber has unanimously decided that 
the probate was not conclusive, and the Court seemed in- 
clined to hold that the notice ought to have been served 
upon the plaintiff's attorney and not personally; and thus 
there will be a new trial. This is rather a costly 
remedy for a mistake in what might have been thought 
a simple matter. 


WE REMEMBER that our satirical contemporary, the 
Saturday Review, published once upon a time, an arti- 
cle (we forget the heading) commenting on the admirable 
and extraordinary benevolence and self-abnegation dis- 
played in the advertisements of enterprising individuals, 
whose aims might otherwise have been supposed to be 
founded on considerations personal to themselves, and the 
Saturday Review typified the principle by citing a fami- 
liar inscription, which most people have read on public- 
house cornices, informing passers by that the particular 
Temple of Bacchus before them was founded—* to sup- 
ply the public with the genuine Alton ale”—from un- 
contaminated and unquestionable sources. The aim of 
course, being one of pure benevolence, wholly unconnec- 
ted with the commercial prospects of the proposing ven- 
dor. It is indeed surprising to note the numerous pub- 
lic wants which, on the suggestion of benevolent and en- 
terprising traders, we discover to have been long, un- 
consciously, gnawing into the public vitals. 

Mr. John Thomas Newman Burnand, Attorney and 
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Solicitor, in a circular of “ Burnand’s Law, Monetary, 
and Adjustment Association (Limited) ” proposes to sup- 
ply the public with the genuine Alton ale (we speak 
figuratively of course) in the matter of Legal Advice, 
Agency for Monetary Advances, and the Adjustment and 
Arbitration of Claims. We may mention that the 
motto of the Association, as emblazoned upon this 
circular, is “mec temere, nec timide,” and that its 
capital consists of £2,000 in 2000 shares of £1 each. 
The Association is registered without articles, and its 
eight registered members have evinced their confidence 
in the undertaking by subscribing for eight shares be- 
tween them, or no less than one whole share a-piece. 
Mr. Burnand, who is described in the Law List as of 27, 
Norfolk-street, Strand, and New Bond-street, and to whom 
is due the credit of establishing the association, is also 
its manager, and its offices are at 27, Norfolk-street, 
Strand. 

According to this circular the objects of the “Law 
Monetary, and Adjustment Association (Limited) ” are 
threefold. 

The object of the Law Department is, - 

** To give Legal Advice in consideration of an Annual 
Subscription, the amount to be governed by the pecuniary 
ability and station in life of the Subscriber, thereby avoid- 
ing cousultation charges, Solicitor’s costs to be payable 
only on the business actually transacted, to effect which 
arrangements have been made on very advantageous 
terms,” 


It is not mentioned to whom this advantage is to 
accrue. We do not, moreover, quite understand, by 
the way, what is meant by these words, “the 
amount to be governed by the pecuniary ability 
and station in life of the Subscriber.’ The phrase 
is rather vague. It seems, however, to leave open 
a wholesome power of charging litigious subscribers in 
a manner calculated to compelthem to “leave off.” 
There are a few other passages in the prospectus which 
are alittle on the “nec temere ” principle. 

The “Monetary Department,” we are informed, 


**Is that of Agency for Advances of every description 
of Negotiable and other Securities. Each transaction 
will be regulated by the circumstances connected there- 
with.” (Nec temere again), 

The elements of success are then set forth as follows:— 


‘¢ There is doubtless sufficient unemployed capital to meet 
all the requirements of parties possessing negotiable secu- 
rities, but hitherto no means have been devised for bring- 
ing them together equal to the machinery and resources 
of information of an Incorporated Company, combined 
with the co-operation of a united bedy of Subseribers. 

. To Noblemen, Gentlemen, and Traders the advantages 
[vide, former query] of this Association must be obvious 
as until now no direct channel has been opened which 


they themselves could approach whereby to obtain advan. ° 


tages upon equitable terms.” 

The Adjustment Department is 

‘To adjust and arbitrate claims against Railway and 
Joint-Stock Companies, Compensation Claims, Builders 
and other Contracts, and all descriptions of disputed cases, 
Agjustment and Arbitration Committees will be selected 
from Subscribers of practical experience, competent to 
meet each particular case in dispute,” 


Suppose, however, that a railway company or o 
builder declines to accept the arbitration of a com- 
mittee of “subscribers?” Are subscribers entitled to 
arbitration by virtue of their subscription? If so, 
we hardly see how they can infallibly depend on 
reaping this advantage, except when the differ- 
ing parties are both subscribers. Perhaps, however, 
the theory is, that every one will become a subscriber. 
We are not told whether the “subscription ” will entitle 
the subscriber, as of course, to loans and arbitration in 
addition to legal advice. It is, indeed, stated a little 
farther on, that “ Subscribers, by virtue of their subscrip- 
tions, are entitled to all the advantages of the Associa- 
tion.” Mr, Burnand must, however, pardon us if we. 





—= 
say that the prospectus does not quite clear up the qua. 
tion what all those advantages are. 

Finally, the circular informs us that 


«This Association has been established by Mr. Burnand, | 
at the suggestion of Noblemen-Clients and others owing) | 


the serious, costly, and disastrous results experienced jy 
connexion with money transactions. The whole businey 
of this Association is divested of any risk whatever,” 

The risk does seem small, since the shares are only 4} 
a-piece, and the promoters take but one a-piece. (“ Ny 
temere’’). 

It is impossible to deny that serious, costly, and eye 
disastrous results are occasionally heard of in conneotigg 
with money transactions. The subscribers to the “ Asgo. 
ciation” will have an opportunity of judging whethe 
or no the scope of its operations in their own cases tend 
to diminish the serious, costly, and disastrous average, 

Meanwhile, bearing in mind the estimation in whic 
titled directors are held by promoters, we confess to 4 
little surprise that none of Mr. Burnand’s Noblemen. 
Clients have been induced to come forward as sponsors t 
the undertaking. Possibly, however,:a series of serions, 
costly, and disastrous results in connection with mone 
transactions has incapacitated these noblemen from taking 
any prominent part in such enterprises. Of the eight 
registered members of the association, one is Mr. Bur 
nand, another, we observe, is a barrister, and two am 
retired officers in the army. 

We remember * a Legal Advice Company (Limited) 
having existed once before, though we are unable to say 
what became ot it. Perhaps, on the whole, we had better 
not say more than that we disapprove of the “ Law, Mone 
tary, and Adjustment Association (Limited).” 


“WHAT IS TO BECOME of the appeal business of the 
Court of Chancery ?” is an inquiry constantly upon the 
lips of members of the legal profession. Nothing short 
of a miracle can relieve the Courts from the existing 
pressure before the Jong vacation, even though its com- 
mencement should be postponed for weeks. But not 
withstanding the numerous arrears, the Lord Chancellor 
has been left alone during a portion of the past week, 
unable to grapple with the mass of appeal cases, whilst 
the Lords Justices have been sitting at the Privy Coun- 
cil. Some idea may be formed of the arrears by the fol- 
lowing statement :—The cause list for the sittings after 
Trinity Term discloses the fact that there are no les 
than 49 appeals from Vice-Chancellor Stuart; 13 from 
Lord Romilly; 17 from Vice-Chancellor Wood; 9 from 
Vice-Chancellor Malins, and 6 from Vice-Chancellor Kin- 
dersley. 


THE INVESTIGATION CoMMITTEE of the London and 
Brighton Railway were certainly fortunate in their 
chairman, and we incline to think that they are in- 
debted to his pitiless inexorable skill for the completeness 
with which every miserable and disgraceful detail has 
been detected and unravelled. It may be fancy, but upon 
reading the report, we seem to recognise in several places 
that inexorably forcible and accurate diction which is 
associated with the name of Lord Westbury. 

The Investigation Committee have made their re 
port, and have reported (inter alia) that “ those who 
penned ” the report of the company presented to the 
general meeting of the 29th of July, 1865, “and are re 
sponsible for its issue, and more particularly Mr. Schuster, 
were guilty of a deliberate misrepresentation of the 
origin and character of the undertaking,” and that, “ for 
many years past, the directors have systematically sanc- 
tioned the manipulation and cooking of the accounts, for 
the purpose of ‘ making things pleasant,’ and to fulfil 
what the directors must have felt to be a necessity of 
their position—the payment of a dividend under any 
circumstances, whether it had been honestly earned of 
not.”? This being so, what will be the next step ? 

The Pall Mall Gazette, “without expressing any 


10 Sol. Jour. 745. 
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opinion as to the truth of these charges,” suggests “that 
they should be read by the light of” section 84 of the 
Larceny Act (24 & 25 Vict. c. 96), which, as onr readers 
know, renders directors and officers who make false 
statements or tamper with accounts “with intent to de- 
ceive or defraud any member, shareholder, or creditor,” 
“or with intent to induce any person to become a part- 
ner therein, or to entrust or advance any property to 
such body corporate or public company,” &c., liable to 
penal servitude for seven years. We have not always 
agreed with our contemporary the Pall Mall Gazette ; 
here, however, we do, and “without expressing any 
opinion as to the truth of these charges,” we say that, 
if true, the investigation will have failed of its prin- 
cipal requirement if these penalties are not brought into 
play. 

Future generations will hardly credit the immunity 
and impunity with which railway and joint-stock frauds 
are now perpetrated. Revelation after revelation is 
made, in one company or another ; there is much indig- 
nation, complaint, and horror, but the perpetrators escape 
scot-free—are not even pressed by civil process to reim- 
burse the defrauded. In the case of joint-stock frauds, 
there may be difficulties in the way of bringing offenders 
to justice, and the application of section 166 of the Com- 
panies Act in particular would not meet all cases. 
Nothing, however, seems ever done in such matters. 
Punishment, not always pede claudo, follows theft or 
embezzlement; but punishment seems never to have 
started in pursuit of one class of offenders on a large 
scale, Perhaps, if once set in motion, she would yet 
catch many of them up. Will no one set her going ? 


A CASE tried last month before Mr. Justice Mellor 
has excited some surprise in consequence of the sup- 
posed ruling of the learned judge upon the subject of 
crossed cheques. We allude to the case of Stringfield v. 
Lanezzari, in which it appeared on the evidence that 
the defendants had paid the plaintiffs a cheque crossed 


“& Co.,” that the plaintiff had duly paid it in to their 
bankers, and that the bankers had not used proper dili- 


gence in presenting it. The defendants counsel in the 
course of the case, submitted that due diligence had not 
been used in presenting the cheque, and the learned 
judge is reported to have ruled that the point did not 
arise, that the crossing of a cheque was a direction on 
the part of the person who gave it to pay it only through 
a banker, and if paid in to a banker within a reasonable 
time, all in the power of the recipient had been done to 
comply with the directions of the giver, and the rest re- 
mained with the banker. The jury found a verdict for 
the plaintiff. 

_ We confess to some surprise at this construction of the 
rights and liabilities attaching to crossed cheques. The case 
in question is nowhere very clearly reported, and we can 
hardly think that the learned judge intended to lay down 
that in every case, a person by giving acrossed cheque to 
his creditor is to be taken to absolve him from the duty 
of seeing to its due presentment and from the conse- 
quences of the neglect of such duty by his agent. That 
the banker is the agent for his customer, is, we suppose, 
undoubted. In ordinary cases of contract a principal 
cannot escape from the consequences entailed upon him 
by the negligence of his agent, and in what way does 
the contract of agency between a customer and his 
banker differ from them. 

Of course there may be cases in which the express 
terms of the contract, or the usual course of dealing be- 
tween the parties, afford evidence that the debtor, in 
paying over a crossed cheque to his creditor, intends 
that he shall be bound only to see that it is duly paid in 
to his bankers, and not that his bankers duly presented 
it for payment. It is possible that this was so in the 
case in question, and that the learned judge only in- 
tended his remarks to apply to the particular cireum- 
stances before him, and not to be taken as a precise 
statement of the law. 





THERE IS what we venture to describe as a whole- 
some practice in Chancery, by which it may be known 
with certainty when a judgment which has been reserved 
after argument will be delivered ; and counsel and soli- 
citors have the opportunity of being present when it is 
pronounced. But in the courts at Westminster there is 
an utter absence of all regularity in this respect; and of 
late years the erratic course of procedure with respect to 
the delivery of judgments has been most embarrassing. 
There is a prevalent notion, no doubt, that reserved 
judgments will be delivered, if at ull, at the sitting of 
the Court in the morning; and solicitors and their clients 
attend for days in the vain hope of getting a judgment 
pronounced. This inconvenience, though great, is 
borne with exemplary patience ; but it becomes 
intolerable when, after waiting till the first cause 
in the paper is fairly launched in argument, and 
then leaving, they afterwards learn that in the 
middle or after-part of the day, the judgment for which 
they have wasted so much time has been, without the 
slightest intimation being given, suddenly interjected in 
their absence. Surely it would not be difficult for their 
Lordships, upon taking their seats upon the bench, to 
state whether they intend to deliver judgment in par- 
ticular cases, otherwise it may be necessary for a solicitor 
or his representative to be present in court during whole 
days of expectancy in order that he may be able to ad- 
vise his client at once of the result. This is really a 
serious matter, and we trust it will be remedied. 


A SHorRT BILL relating to Pawnbrokers and brought 
in by Mr. Ayrton and Mr. O’Beirne, proposes a slight 
alteration in the time during which pledges may be 
taken in or redeemed. At present, during the winter 
half of the year, between Michaelmas-day and Lady-day, 
a pawnbroker may carry on his business between eight 
o’clock in the morning and seven o’clock at night, and 
during the summer half of the year between seven in 
the morning and eight at night. It is now proposed to 
change these hours so that business may commence 
during, in the winter half-year, at eight o’clock in the 
morning, and during the summer half-year at seven 
o’clock, always closing at seven in the evening except on 
Saturdays and the evenings next preceding Good Friday, 
Christmas-day, and every fast-day or thanksgiving-day 
appointed by her Majesty, when a pawnbroker may con- 
tinue to carry on his calling until eleven o’clock at 
night. 

There seems but little to note in this proposed altera- 
tion ; but as attention has been more than once called 
to the dealings of pawnbrokers, we must regret that any 
bill relating to their trade should fail to provide a remedy 
for the numerous evils with which it is now frequently 
carried on. 

The liability of pawnbrokers for improperly receiving 
articles in pledge is so remote as to induce unscrupulous 
persons to run a risk by which their prospective gain on 
one transaction is large enough to cover the loss on two 
or three, or even more cases in which the goods are re- 
quired to be given up to the real owners. Only last 
week a domestic servant was charged before the magis- 
trate at Lambeth with robbing her master of articles of 
the value of £70. Numerous pawnbrokers were com- 
plained of as having taken these articles in pledge, only 
lending a small sum on them, and in one instance it is 
understood that articles worth £50 were pledged for an 
amount described as “a few shillings.” If the fact of a 
person having the appearance of a domestic servant 
being in possession of goods of a costly nature worth £50 
is not of itself suspicious, surely the attempt to pledge 
them for a few shillings would be sufficient to excite the 
suspicions of an honest trader not over-anxious to do 
business at any cost. It was never intended by the 
Legislature that a pawnbroker’s place of business should 
be a receiving shop for stolen goods; but such it may 
become if dealings of the nature described are allowed to 
be passed over unpunished. 
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We have already * expressed our opinions of the lia- 
bility which this class of traders should be under, and it 
would be superfluous to reiterate them here. The Bill 
now before the House relates merely to hours of business; 
and it is hardly well to introduce amendments which 
entirely change the subject-matter of a proposed measure. 
At any rate we wish Mr. Ayrton and Mr. U’Beirne had, 
while their hand was in, had their attention directed to 
the evil we have alluded to, and hope they or some one 
else will yet take the matter in hand. 


WE LEARN from the Scottish Law Reporter that a 
meeting of the Faculty of Advocates has been summoned 
by the Dean, and a resolution submitted to them to the 
effect that “the Scotch bar should be placed, in regard 
to the appointment of Queen’s Counsel, on the same foot- 
ing as the English and Irish bars.” 

If the Scotch desire this, there is no reason why they 
should not have it, though we see great reason to fear 
that, if the “ privilege” of having this precedence deter- 
mined by patent from the Crown be granted to the bar 
in Scotland, it will at no distant period become as futile 
a source of political jobbery as it has long since degene- 
rated into in Ireland. 

It is right, no doubt, and in the interest both of the 
public and the profession, that there should be some 
marked distinction between the leaders and the juniors 
in the profession, and, moreover, that those who take 
upon themselves the duties, and accept the privileges, of 
leaders, should be rigidly excluded from the work proper 
to the juniors; and as we learn that this distinction is 
not as well defined as it ought to be in Scotland, it may 
be well to take any proper steps for that purpose. But 
we are not satisfied that surrendering the nominations to 
leadership into the hands of the Crown, is the best way of 
doing this; and we do not think that such a course would 
now, if the matter were ves integra, be submitted to by 
the bar of England. Moreover, as we had recently occa- 
sion to remark, the plan has not been altogether success- 
ful in Ireland (or in the Court of Admiralty in England, 
where it has been recently introduced) as a remedy for 
this evil. 

Why cannot the Faculty of Advocates confer a degree— 
corresponding to that of Serjeant-at-Law—on such of its 
members as in its opinion deserve precedence, without 
casting itself at the feet of the Government of the day 
to beg for Royal patronage ? 





THE LIBEL BILL. 

The Libel Bill of Sir Colman O’Loghlen has now passed 
through committee, and will probably soon become law 
without any material alteration. We noticed a short 
time ago (ante 691) some of the most important provi- 
sions of the bill as it then stood. On Tucsday last itwas 
passed through committee, and several additions and 
alterations were proposed. These, however, were all ulti- 
mately withdrawn, except one proposed by Sir Colman 
O’Loghlen himself. He moved the addition tv clause 4 
of words providing that in any action for libel under the 
bill for words spoken the defendant should have the 
same privileges as he would have ifthe action were one 
for slander. This was agreed to, and the clause as 
amended was adopted, and now forms part of the bill. 
Some rather curious remarks were made by Mr. Ayrton 
while this amendment was being considered, to the effect 
that it was unreasonable to make a man responsible for 
words which he was reported to have used, although he 
might deny the accuracy of the report. This was 
answered by Mr. Gladstone and the Solicitor-General, 
who pointed out that the bill clearly did not do anything 
so ridiculous as to make a man liable for words he had 
not spoken. The language of the 8rd section, which is 
the only one to which Mr. Ayrton’s remarks were applic- 
able, is so clear that we are astonished that any one could 
for a moment feel any doubt as to its construction, which 
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clearly imports that a man may under certain ‘circum. 
stances be liable to an action for words spoken which 
shall afterwards be published in any public newspaper, 
Mr. Ayrton’s observations were therefore entirely ir. 
relevant. 

There are several provisions in this bill which are 
perhaps of less importance than those we formerly com- 
mented upon, but which will yet be of considerable prac. 
tical utility. This is especially so as to prosecutions for 
libel. Sections 7 and 8 direct that to entitle a private 
prosecutor to send up an indictment for libel he must 
first go before a justice and enter into a recognizance to 
prosecute, if the prosecution is not proceeded with the 
defendant is to be discharged and to get his costs, 
Libels to extort are excepted from the provisions of 
these two sections, Under section 11 the truth may be 
pleaded to an action for libel in a short form, but this 
does not give any further right of pleading the truth 
than that which now exists. Amongst the general pro- 
visions at the end the words “ public newspaper ” are 
defined to mean “ any newspaper duly registered at the 
stamp office in Westminster or Dublin, and none other.” 
This bill contains many useful provisions, but there is 
one that seems to call for criticism. In part 2 of the 
Act we find, first, that the defendant is to be allowed to 
pay money into court in discharge of the action, and 
then follows a section (6) which certainly seems unne- 
cessary. It provides that when the damages in an 
action of libel do not exceed forty shillings “ the plain- 
tiff shall not be entitled to more costs than damages 
unless the judge shall certify . . . that 
the libel was wilful and malicious.” As the law stands 
at present, if a plaintiff in an action of libel recovers 
damages under forty shillings he is not entitled to costs 
unless the judge certifies that the libel was “ wilful and 
malicious.” (See 3 & 4 Vict. c. 24, ss. 1 and 2, and also 
Foster v. Pointer, 8 M. & W. 395). The only alteration (if 
any) made by this section will be that where a verdict for 
less than forty shillings is obtained, the plaintiff will be en- 
titled to as much costs as damages, unless the judge cer- 
tifies, whereas, at present, the plaintiff would not be en- 
titled to any costs at all without a certificate. It is hard 
to see what is the benefit of this section. A question 
might possibly be raised whether it does in effect repeal, 
by implication, so far as actions for libel are concerned, 
the 2nd section of 3 & 4 Vict. c. 24. The words are 
“shall not be entitled to more costs than damages,” 
it does not say the plaintiff shall be entitled to as mueh 
costs as damages, Whatever may be the construction of 
these words, the section appears to be wholly useless, 
and it would certainly be an improvement to the bill if 
it were struck out. As the bill may, of course, be altered 
before it receives the royal assent, this fault may yet be 
rectified ; andif this were done there appears to be no 
serious ground of complaint against any of the other sec- 
tions, althongh they, in common with all other produc- 
tions of mortals, are by no means perfect. The bill will, 
we think, on the whole, be a useful enactment, and we 
shall, therefore, be glad when it becomes part of the law 
of the land. 





COURT OF CHANCERY (OFFICERS) BILL. 


The object of this bill, which is presented to the House 
by the Lord Chancellor, is to provide an addition to the 
staff of officers of the Court in order to meet the gradual 
increase in Chancery business, which existing statis- 
tics show to be of a steady growth. The first section 
proposes to empower the Lord Chancellor to order ad- 
ditional Chief Clerks to be attached to the Chambers of 
the Master of the Rolls, and the three Vice-Chancellors, 
together with a sufficient staff of junior and assistant 
clerks, 

Assuming that the business to be transacted in the 
Chambers of the equity judges is to continue as hereto- 
fore, and that all the very important and responsible 
duties exercised by the Chief Clerks, and some of which we 
have before pointed out as not being entirely within their 
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functions, are to be in future performed by them, there 
is no disputing the suggestion of the bill that it is need- 
ful to increase the staff in order that the work may be 
efficiently performed. While, however, it is admitted 
that the work of the Chancery Chambers is rapidly in- 
creasing, and that unless some relief of this sort be af- 
forded, very Jarge arrears of work will remain, as is now 
the case with the work of the Appeal Court, it may be a 
fit subject for inquiry whether a very large proportion of 
the most pressing work is not the natural result of the 
winding-up of joint-stock companies, and as such excep- 
tional and likely within a limited time to subside. 

Looking back, however, for a few years, we find that 
the work done in chambers exhibits such an enormous 
increase in the only figures available for shewing results 
as to dissipate any doubts we might have entertained. 

We subjoin, in a note, certain figures, extracted from 
the summary of proceedings in the judges’ chambers, 
compiled from the judicial statistics of the years ending 
Ist November, 1862 and 1866, which may serve in some 
way to show the state of the adminstrative business of the 
chamber of the equity judges.* 

And these figures do not, in fact, even approximately 
represent the work actually done, for we hear of work 
which occupied a junior clerk three days and the Chief 
Clerk nine hours, all of which is only represented by 
three appointments. There is also a prospect of addi- 
tional work being thrown on the Court of Chancery if 
Sir Stafford Northcote’s Railway Bill should become law, 
besides the almost annual enlargement of the statutory 
powers of the Court in other directions. 

Power is given by the 7th section to transfer any 
clerk from any one judge to any other judge of the 
court, and this is, we may presume, for the purpose of 
facilitating the reduction of the establishment in the 
case of the business of future years declining in any 
material degree, and it being found that the number of 
clerks in the chambers of one judge is out of proportion 
to the work, which, in the chambers of another judge, 
may be undiminished. 

Sections 8 and 9 enable the Lord Chancellor to appoint 
an additional Registrar, and section 12 takes away from 
the Registrars the duty of countersigning the Accountant- 
General’s cheques. The first was recommended by the 
third report of the Chancery Commissioners, and the 
second by the Report of the Chancery Funds Commis- 
sioners, 1864. The delay of business in the office of the 
Registrars, caused by reason of their absence three days 
a-week in court, and about once in three weeks at the 
Accountant-General’s, will, by the appointment of an 
additional Registrar, be in some measure obviated. It 
is one of the complaints against the Registrars that the 
necessity for their attendance in court on alternate days 
prevents the regular continuance of their duties in 
chambers. Obviously the Registrar must be in court to 
take note of the decisions of the judge, and, therefore, he 
cannot be in chambers every day, and it is equally 
obvious that, if he is to be in court every day, he can 
never perform his chamber work. With twelve Regis- 
trars (to which number an additional one would raise 
them) and only six courts, it will be possible for each 
Registrar to comply with the Rule 17 of the I. Cons. Ord., 
and to be in court and in chambers every alternate day, 
and if that is not found to expedite business sufficiently, 
we are of opinion that some scheme might be devised 


whereby each Registrar should sit in court two days 
a-week and in chambers four days, and this, we are 
credibly informed, is not more than sufficient time to 
settle and pass the orders within the period required by 
the profession and by the exigencies of business. 

The tenth section provides that the Lord Chancellor 
may alter the salaries of any officer of the court. In 
order, as it is understood, to assimilate the payment of 
the officers of the Court of Chancery to the pay- 
ment of some branches of the civil service, this sec- 
tion will enable the Lord Chancellor so to change the 
scale of payment as to make the increase annual instead 
of being solely dependent on seniority. This, of course, 
may be easily accomplished, provided only the salaries 
proposed to be dealt with are altered to commence at an 
amount sufficiently low to prevent the salaries so 
annually increased from becoming a greater burden on 
the fund than they now are. 

In the discussion which took place in the House of 
Lords on Tuesday, the 25th instant, on the second reading 
of this bill, Lord Romilly made a suggestion which, 
while the subject-matter of it has nothing in connection 
with the bill, yet, as it was sought to be tacked on to the 
bill, requires to be noticed here. 

Lord Romilly complains that the Court has no power 
of choosing the person to act as official liquidator of a 
company except from the two or three persons put for- 
ward by the parties, and that in many cases only one 
person is nominated. He also complains that sufficient 
security cannot always be obtained from those who are 
appointed. This being his grievance, Lord Romilly pro- 
ceeds to propose the insertion in the bill of a clause 
making it lawful to appoint ten or twelve persons who 
should be employed as official liquidators, and that the 
Official liquidators should be selected from that body.¢ He 
would thus establish a sort of “college” of official liqui- 
dators as officers of the Court of Chancery, whose position 
should be a sufficient guarantee for their integrity with- 
out any other security, and in case of whose default the 
Court must make good any funds fraudulently abstracted, 
and who, in consideration for the responsibilities thus in- 
curred, must be paid by a permanent salary, and must, in 
the event—not unlikely—of the abolition of their office, 
be entitled to compensation for its loss. The truth is 
that the general orders (Gen. Ord. 11th November, 1862, 
r. 8) provide that “ The judge may appoint a person to 
the office of official liquidator, without previous adver- 
tisement or notice to any party, or fix a time and place 
for the appointment of an official liquidator, and may 
appoint or reject any person nominated at such time and 
place, and appoint any person not so nominated.” 

There can then be no difficulty in the appointment by 
his Lordship of any person whom he may choose to be 
official liquidator in any case, or of one of any set of 
persons on whom he may fix as fitted for the position; 
there is then no case shewn for the appointment by 
the Court of a limited number of persons from whom 
liquidators should be chosen. If, too, Lord Romilly 
wishes to have better security, it appears that he is fully 
entitled to call for it, and that if one official liquidator can- 
not produce the required amount of security, two or more 
liquidators may be appointed in any case which requires 
large security. At least we know of nothing in the 
General Orders to prevent this, and, in more than one 
case, the Court has appointed joint liquidators. The 
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powers already possessed by the Court over official liqui- 
dators are quite as large as any which might be acquired 
by the possession of a permanent staff, and the security 
which is given for the proper performance of the duties 
and application of the funds entrusted to them is, we 
apprehend, far larger than would or could be obtained 
from a “ department ” of official liquidators. 





THE JUDGES CHAMBERS (DISPATCH OF BUSI- 
NESS) BILL. 

This bill was read a second time on the 14th inst, since 
we last noticed it. We much regret that this should have 
been done, not only without any opposition, but appa- 
rently without any comment or observation. Nearly a 
week after the bill had been read the second time a dif- 
ficulty arose in forming a Court to hear a case in the 
Queen’s Bench, when the Chief Justice of the Queen’s Bench 
inquired of two learned members of the Legislature, who 
appeared in the case, what was then the condition of 
the bill in question. One of them did not know at all, 
the other believed that it stood for the second reading. 
We fear this shows that the efforts which we and some 
of our contemporaries have made to prevent this bill be- 
coming law without attention being publicly called to 
its inadequacy, have failed in their effects, We must 
take it that the House of Commons have approved the 
principle of the bill, and shall turn our attention to some 
points of detail in which it might be improved. As it 
stands the judges are to have power to make 
rules transferring “any” of the business now trans- 
acted by the judges to the masters, and also forregulating 
the attendance of the masters at chambers and the course 
of practice. Ofcourse the working of the new system 
to be introduced depends entirely upon the nature of the 
rules made. 

We quite admit that a certain amount of the business 
might properly enough be transacted by the masters, 
supposing of course that their time is not now fully oc- 
cupied. Our objection to the bill, as we explained in a 
former article, is that there will be no sensible relief 
to the judges, unless far more than this amount is trans- 
ferred. We fear also, from the observations made the 
other day by the Lord Chief Justice, that the inclination 
of the judges will be in favour of providing by the new 
rules for the masters doing the whole of the business at 
such times of the year as the judges are most pressed. 
This would, we think, be most mischievous. It is unne- 
cessary, however, now to draw attention to the details 
of the business which might, with satisfaction to the 
justices and practitioners, be transferred to the masters. 
We must trust that the judges will exercise the power 
which we may nowassume will be granted to them, with 
discrimination. We wish, however, to point out one bene- 
ficial change which might be consistent with the prin- 
ciple of the present bill, but yet one which we think 
the judges would not have power to carry out under the 
bill as it now stands. 

At present there are five masters to each court. Their 
principal duties consist of taxations, arbitrations, and 
attendance on the sittings of the Court in Banco in the 
capacity of registrars. Besides these there are many 
occasional duties imposed upon them. These duties they 
take in turns by some arrangement amongst themselves, 
it cannot however be said that the division of labour is 
very satisfactorily carried out. When an appointment to 
take a reference has been obtained from one of the 
masters, and the parties attend with their counsel, at- 
torneys, and witnesses, it might be supposed that for the 
time the attention of the master, would be devoted solely 
totheir cause. In theory this is so, but in practice it 
is found that every few minutes some one comes into 
the room to ask a question about some taxation, or 
to get an appointment, or to make some application 
which it is represented is of a most pressing nature, 
and cannot be heard before any other master. Of 
course the masters differ much in their mode of deal- 
ing with these intrusions, but deal with them 





as they may, time is lost in explaining to an obstinate 
applicant that he must come again some other time, 

When this is done, or what often causes less loss of 
time, the application is granted, the master will plain. 
tively lament the manner in which his attention is 
distracted. After some little difficulty the witness wil] 
be recalled to the point he had reached in his evidence, 
and the case will be proceeded with, only to be again 
interrupted after a few minutes. 

No doubt in these cases the fault lies with the in. 
truder; but the system ought to be such that no such in- 
trusion is possible, When, in addition to their present 
duties, the Masters have to take the chamber business, 
the interruptions will be still more frequent. 

The remedy we suggest is that some of the masters should 
be taxing-masters, others referees, and others should attend 
at chambers. It might be well to give power for one of 
these officers to sit for any one of the others in his ab- 
sence, but their duties ought to be distinct, If such an 
arrangement were to be made, the Chief Justices might 
appoint those of the present masters who have some 
considerable knowledge of pleading, which some of them 
would not lay claim to, to take the chamber business; 
and in addition to the better order which would prevail,. 
the decisions, being given by a smaller body of men, 
would be more uniform. 

We print in another column a petition presented by 
the Metropolitan and Provincial Law Association, which 
draws attention to the difficulties which will be created 
by the appeal clause in the bill as it stands. We think 
the time for appeal ought to vary according to the 
nature of the application. If a master should order 
something to be done within two days, it would be ab- 
surd that there should be three days allowed to appeal. 
While the bill should provide for there being an appeal, 
the conditions of appeal might be left to be provided for 
by the rules to be made by the judges, 








RECENT DECISIONS. 
EQUITY. 
MAINTENANCE IRRESPECTIVE OF 
FATHER’S ABILITY. 
Ransome v. Burgess, V.C.K., 15 W. R. 189. 

Trustees under wills or settlements, which contain a 
direction or power for the application of the income of 
the trust funds in the maintenance of infant cestui que 
trusts, often have to determine a difficult question— 
whether they can safely exercise this power or discretion 
when the father of the infants is alive, and of sufficient 
means to maintain them in a manner suitable to their 
expectations. The following are the conclusions drawn 
by the Vice-Chancellor from the decided cases, and, as we 
do not doubt that they correctly state the existing law 
on the subject, we cannot do better than give them in 
his own words. 

“When the trust property is derived from the bounty 
of a stranger, the father, if of sufficient ability, is not en- 
titled to have the income applied to the maintenance of 
his children, bat if the trust property is the subject 
of a marriage settlement, and, therefore, the creation of 
the trusts is a matter of contract, then, if the language 
of the settlement is so framed as to express a trust to 
apply the income, or any part of the income, in maintain- 
ing the children, although the quantum of income to be 
so applied is left to the discretion of the trustees, the 
father is entitled to have whatever is proper and neces- 
sary for the maintenance of his children applied for that 
purpose, without reference to his ability to main 
them; but if the language of the settlement expresses 
merely a power so to apply the income, or any part 
thereof, to the maintenance of the children, then the 
father is not so entitled.” We ought to add that the 
Vice-Chancellor, after thus summing up the state of the 
existing law, was obliged to confess that it was very ul 
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satisfactory. As he justly observed, the reasoning which 
treats the trust for maintenance in a marriage settle- 
ment as @ matter of contract on the part of the husband 
seems to assume that the marriage would at all events 
have taken place, and the fund thereby become the hus- 
band’s property, whereas, in fact, the children, though 
prospective only, are as much within the marriage con- 
sideration as the husband. Perhaps the Court of Chan- 
cery, having deprived the husband of so much of his 
legal interest in his wife’s property, has felt some com- 
punction, and in minor matters been inclined to deviate 
from strict rules in his favour. 

The first proposition contained in the passage we have 
quoted does not apply if the father is sole trustee of the 
fond (Hawkins v. Watts, 7 Sim. 199, and Andrens v. 
Partington, 8 Bro. C. C. 60); and Hoste v. Plate, 3 Ves. 
729 (if not one of those hard cases which are said to 
make bad law), perhaps shows that it is subject to ex- 
ceptions in cases where its effect would be peculiarly 
hard, as, for instance, where, from the peculiar construc- 
tion of the gift to the children, those only born before a 
certain event can share in the principal of the fund, and 
it seemed fair that the others should have some benefit 
by means of the trust for maintenance. On the whole 
we think, while recognising the advantage of the Vice- 
Chancellor’s able summary, that the law on this question 
of maintenance requires to be reformed as well as 
digested. 


MAINTENANCE TO ADULTS. 
Hill v. Rawlinson, V.C.W., 15 W. R. 148. 


Another question which trustees occasionally have to 
determine is whether they may allow maintenance to 
adult cestui que trusts. In the above case, after the death 
of the testator’s widow and his four daughters, his re- 
siduary estate was to be divided among his grandchildren 
then living, and he empowered his trustees, after the 
death of either of his daughters leaving issue, to apply 
all or any part of such daughter’s share in the mainte- 
nance, education, and advancement of such issue. The 
Vice-Chancellor held that the trustees might under this 
power allow maintenance to adults as well as infants. 
On the other hand in Gardner v. Barber, 18 Jur. 508, 
where the trustees were directed to apply out of the 
income of the estate, £50 a-year for the maintenance and 
education of a child of the testator’s daughter, a weekly 
allowance being also directed to be made to the latter, 
anda moiety of the income of the residue given to her 
for life, with remainder to her children, the same Vice- 
Chancellor held that the bequest of £50 a-year did not 
extend beyond minority. In both these cases there was 
not much doubt as to the intention of the testator, but 
questions of some difficulty occur, where a fund is given 
to a parent for the maintenance of himself or herself and 
his or her children. The late Lord Justice Knight Bruce, 
when Vice-Chancellor, in a somewhat self-destructive 
judgment, held that where children were entitled under 
such a trust for maintenance, the Court could and would 
determine the extent of their interests, whether they 
were adult or infant, but that the difficulty of so doing 
was a strong argument against construing the trust in 
their favour instead of as one for the parent (with a 
motive only subjoined), and that he did not see any way 
of effecting the application of the fund for them. It 
seemed, moreover, very doubtful whether a child who 
had become foris-familiated, and ceased to reside under 
the parental roof, could require any part of the income: 
Thorp v. Owen, 2 Ha. 607 ; see also Longmore v. Eleum, 
2 Y.&0,Ch. 363, The Master of the Rolls is apparently 
of opinion that, under such a trust, sons who are support- 
ing themselves, or married daughters supported by their 
husbands, cannot claim any share, but that subject to 
this qualification it is not confined to infants: Carr v. 
Living, 28 Beav. 644, 33 Beav. 474. We do not pursue 
this subject, because a further discussion of it would 
involve a reference to those numerous cases in which 





gifts are made to parents for the benefit of their children, 
and it is often a question whether there is or is not an 
implied trust in favour of the latter, entitling them to 
portions of the fund or its income. 





COMMON LAW. 
Farnworth v Hyde, 15 W. R., Ex. Ch., 340. 

The principles upon which the doctrine of construc- 
tive total losses is founded were very carefully considered 
and explained in the judgment of the Exchequer Chamber 
upon this case. The action was upon a policy of insur- 
ance on thecargoof a vessel that was, whilst on the 
voyage insured against,driven ashore in the river St. 
Lawrence. The insured, acting under the advice of 
surveyors, sold the ship and cargo, thinking that the 
most prudent course under the circumstances, as the 
ship was much injured, and there would have been 
great risk and cost in unloading the cargo. No notice of 
abandonment was given. The plaintiff claimed from 
the defendant, an underwriter of the policy, for a total 
loss of the cargo. The defendant contended that the loss 
was only partial. It became therefore necessary for the 
Court, in order to decide the question before them, to 
ascertain what amounts to a constructive total loss of 
goods. The facts proved on the trial came in effect to 
this: the goods, if they had been taken out of the vesselafter 
she was stranded, might have been carried on to Liver- 
pool, their*port of destination, for a sum less than their 
estimated value at that port, if the amount of freight 
originally payable for their transport were not included 
in estimating the expenses of forwarding them to their 
destination; but if such freight were not to be deducted, 
that is, if it were to be calculated as part of the cost of 
sending the cargo to Liverpool then the total-expense of 
forwarding the goods to their port of destination would 
have been greater than the amount which they would 
have fetched there upon their arrival, and of course in 
the latter case there would have been a constructive total 
loss, according to the well-known principles of marine 
insurance. The real point in the case was, therefore, 
whether this freight ought to be estimated as part of 
the cost of forwarding the cargo to Liverpool. Curiously 
enough this the vital point of the case was not argued 
at all in the Court of Common Pleas when the case was 
first decided. The defendant’s counsel never objected 
to the method of calculation of the expenses adopted by 
the plaintiff’s counsel, but argued the case on other 
points. 

In the Court of Exchequer Chamber, Blackburn, J. 
suggested whether the amount of this freight ought not 
to be excluded from the computation, in accordance with 
the rule laid down in Rosetto v. Gurney, 11 C. B. 176, 
and then, for the first time in this case, this point was 
considered. The Court held that Rosetto v. Gurney was 
correctly decided, and consequently that the plaintiff in 
Farnworth v. Hyde was not entitled to recover, as there 
had not been any constructive total loss, it having been 
possible to send on the cargo for less than what would have 
been its value at Liverpool. The judgment of the Court 
expresses very well the rule which the decision establishes. 
They say, in laying down the principles upon which con- 
structive total losses depend, “that where goods are, in con~ 
sequence of the perils insured against, lying at a place 
different from their destination, the jury are to deter- 
mine whether it is practically possible to carry them on 
—that is, whether to do so will cost more than they are 
worth, taking into account all the extra expenses conse- 
quent on the perils of the sea, such as drying, landing, 
warehousing, and re-shipping the govds, but that they 
ought not to take into account the fact that if the goods 
are carried on they will have to pay the freight originally 
contracted to be paid, that being a charge to which the 
goods are liable when delivered, whether the perils of 
the sea affect them or not.” This passage in the judg- 
ment lays down a very clear and intelligible rule. 
Rosetto v. Gurney had already decided this, but the point 
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does not appear so clearly in that case as in Fanworth v. 
Hyde. If the Court had decided the other way there re- 
mained another point to be argued—as to the necessity 
of a notice of abandonment. As it was they did not 
touch this question, and they say expressly “on that 
point we leave the authority of the decision of the Court 
below, neither confirmed nor weakened by anything which 
has taken place in this court.” 


Woodger v. The Great Western Railway Company, 
15 W. R., C. P., 383. 

There is perhaps no branch of English law in which 
it is so difficult to lay down fixed rules as in that which 
relates to the measure of damages. The amount of 
damages which a successful plaintiff is entitled to re- 
cover is a matter which the jury alone have to decide, 
but the judge presiding at the trial has to say, as a point 
of law, upon what scale those damages are to be com- 
puted, and in what method they are to be assessed. The 
leading case on the measure of damages in actions of 
contract is Hadley v. Baxendale, 9 Ex. 841, 2 W. R. 302, 
which decided that in such actions only such damages 
can be recovered as naturally flow from the breach of 
contract, and must have been in the contemplation of the 
parties at the time of entering into the contract as the 
probable result of such breach. Woodger v. The Great 
Western Railway Company illustrates this rule very well, 
and is also a useful case to guide persons in determining 
whether or not it is expedient to take proceedings against 
a railway company for delay in forwarding goods, even 
when there is no doubt about there being a right of 
action. The plaintiff, a commercial traveller, delivered 
some goods to the defendants to be carried to Liverpool. 
There was undue delay in conveying the goods. The 
plaintiff brought his action and claimed to recover as 
damages the expenses to which he had been put by being 
obliged to live at an hotel in Liverpool until his goods 
arrived. The plaintiff had clearly a right of action, as there 
had been delay, but the defendants contended that only 
nominal damages could be recovered, as the hotel ex- 
penses were not such damages as could have been in the 
contemplation of the defendants at the time of receiving 
the goods as being the probable result of delay on their 
part in conveying them to their destination. 

The Court held, in accordance with the rule established 
by the decision of Hadley v. Baxendale, that the plain- 
tiff was only entitled to nominal damages, as the defen- 
dants had no knowledge whatever that he would be 
obliged to live at an hotel in Liverpool whilst waiting 
for his goods. There was, of course, in this case no evi- 
dence of loss of market, or of any loss directly caused to 
the plaintiff by the delay, as, for instance, expenses in- 
curred in inquiring for the goods, &c. In the absence, 
therefore, of such loss as this the plaintiff was clearly 
only entitled to nominal damages, and the Court could 
hardly have decided otherwise without, to some extent, 
infringing upon the principles laid down in Hadley v. 
Baxendale. 


Indermaur v. Dames, 15 W.R., C. P., Ex. Ch., 434. 

It has been well established by many judicial decisions 
that if the owner of premises in a dangerous state invites 
persons who know nothing about the premises to come 
upon them, and such persons are in consequence injured 
without any default on their part, an action may he 
maintained against the owner to recover compensa- 
tion for the injury which has been so caused. The 
most familiar instance of this rule is the case of a 
shopkeeper who, by opening a shop in a public street, 
impliedly invites persons to enter. If the entrance is 
in a dangerous state to the knowledge of the shopkeeper, 
as if a trap door be improperly left open, and a customer 
is injured thereby the shopkeeper is liable to an action 
for the consequences of his negligence. Thisrule applies 
wherever persons are induced to come upon premises 
either under a contract with the owner or by his invita- 
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tion. If, however, instead of any invitation, a mer 
license to use premises is given, the owner is not liahl 
for the consequences, as the licensee must take the placa 
as he finds it. 

In Indermaur v. Dames, the plaintiff was the foreman 
of a person who had contracted with the defendant to 
put up in the defendant’s premises certain gas fittings, 
The plaintiff, in execution of the contract between the 
defendant and his master, went on the defendant's pre. 
mises, and while there in the execution of his master’s 
contract, fell through an open shaft which was 
secured on two sides, and was therefore dangerous for 
those unacquainted with the place; and being much 
injured, he brought this action against the defendant, 
The defendant raised several points as a defence, but 
the material one, and the only one which is important ag 
a matter of law, was that the plaintiff was a mere licensee, 
The defendant contended that as he had made no con. 
tract with the plaintiff and had not invited him to come 
on to his premises, the plaintiff was nothing more than 
a mere licensee, who had no remedy for any injury re 
sulting from the state of the premises. The Court of 
Exchequer Chamber confirmed the judgment of the 
Court of Common Pleas, and held that the plaintiff was 
entitled to recover upon the same grounds as thos 
adopted by the Court below. Kelly, ©. B., in giving 
judgment, said, using the words of Willes, J., in delivering 
judgment in the Court of Common Pleas, “the capacity 
in which the plaintiff was there (i. e. on the defendant's 
premises), was that of a person on lawful business, in 
the course of fulfilling a contract in which both the 
plaintiff and defendant had an interest, and not upon 
bare permission,” and “any duty to provide for the 
safety of the master workman seems equally owing to the 
servant workman whom he may lawfully send in his 
place.” And again “there was evidence that the plaintiff 
was in the place by the tacit invitation of the defendant, 
upon business in which he was concerned, and there was 
by reason of the shaft, unusual danger known to the 
defendant, and that the plaintiff sustained damage by 
reason of that danger, and by the neglect of the de 
fendant and of his servants to use reasonable and sufli- 
cient means to warn him of it.” This decision seems 
the necessary and legical result of the rules that had been 
established in former cases, but as there was no reported 
case precisely in point, Indermaur v. Dames will often be 
cited as an authority to show the legal position of a 
person coming upon premises under a contract made be- 
tween the owner of the premises and a third party. 


Brand vy. The Hammersmith and City Railway Company, 
15 W. R., Ex. Ch., 437. 

The plaintiff in this case owned a house adjoining the 
defendants’ railway. The using of the railway in the 
ordinary manner caused such an amount of vibration to 
the house and so much smoke and noise as to amount to 
what, in the absence of any statutory enactments, would 
have been an actionable nuisance. No part of the plain- 
tiff’s land had been taken by the defendants at any time, 
and the railway was used by the Great Western. Railway 
Company alone, and not by the defendants. The question 
to be decided was simply whether, under these circum- 
stances, the plaintiff was entitled to compensation from 
the defendants under the Railways Clauses Consolidation 
Act. It was clear, upon the authority of Vaughan ¥. 
The Taff Vale Railray Company (8 W. R. 549) that the 
plaintiff’s right of action was taken away, and, therefore, 
if there were no right to obtain compensation under the 
Railways Clauses, &c., Act, the plaintiff would have 
suffered actual pecuniary damage in consequence of the 
using of the railway, for which no compensation could 
be recovered. The Court (Bramwell, B., Keating and 
Smith, JJ.; Channell, B., dissenting) held, reversing the 
judgment of the Court of Queen’s Bench, that the plain 
tiff was entitled to compensation under the 6th section 
of the Railways Clauses, &c., Act, which provides that & 
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company constructing a railway shall make to the owners, 
&e., of any land taken for the railway, “or injuriously 
affected by the construction thereof, full compensation 
for the value of the lands so taken or used, and for all 
damage sustained by such owners, &c., by reason of the 
exercise, as regards such lands, of the powers by this or 
the special Act vested in the company.” There was very 
great difficulty felt in endeavouring to ascertain the true 
effect of these words, and the Court below did not think 
thenr wide enough to entitle the plaintiff to have the 
compensation he claimed. It seems, however, impossible 
to suppose that the Legislature could have intended that 
in such a case as this there should be no remedy avail- 
able to a person in the position of the plaintiff, and if he 
was to have a remedy it must be under the Railway 
Clauses, &c., Act, as Vaughan v. The Taff Vale Railway 

y shows the plaintiff had no right of action. We 
are not, however, in favour of judicial amendments to 
statutes. The practical result of this decision is, at 
least, satisfactory, as it reverses a judgment which, what- 
ever may be said for its correctness in a technical point 
of view, is certainly opposed to the spirit which actuates 
all modern legislation. 


Ogle v. Lord Vane, 15 W. R., Q. B., 564. 


A short time ago (ante 770), in commenting upon the 
case of Noble v. Ward, we noticed the rules of law 
affecting alterations made in written contracts. In 
Ogle v. Lord Vane a rather curious pvint arose, and in 
the argument many of the cases cited in Noble v. Ward 
were referred to. These cases had really no bearing 
upon the point at issue, but still the decision will proba- 
bly be often referred to when the effect of the 17th sec- 
tion of the Statute of Frauds is discussed. The facts of 
the case were simple enough. The defendant contracted 
to deliver a certain quantity of iron to the plaintiff before 
the 25th of July, but failed to do so. The plaintiff 
would, on this breach of contract, have been entitled to 
sue the defendant, and to recover from the defendant a 
sum equivalent to the difference between the contract 
price of the iron and its market price on the day follow. 
ing the breach of the contract. The plaintiff, however, 
did not pursue this course, but, at the request of the de- 
fendant, waited until the Gth of the following February 
for the delivery of the iron by the defendant, and then, 
as the iron was not delivered, brought this action. The 
market price of iron was much higher in February, 
when the action was brought, than in June, when 
the breach of contract occurred. 

The question to be decided was, did the ordinary rule 
apply, and was the plaintiff only entitled to recover 
the difference between the contract price of the 
iron and the market price in July; or did the fact 
that he had waited at the request of the defendant 
make any difference in the legal position of the parties. 
The defendant contended that as the contract was 
broken in July the measure of damages was then 
fixed and could not be altered by anything, except 
that which would constitute a new contract, 
which would be within the Statute of Frauds, and, 
not being in writing, would be invalid. The plaintiff 
argued that he had waited for the convenience of the 
defendant, and ought not on that account to be put in a 
Worse position than he would have occupied if he had 
availed himself of his strict Jegal righty. He might 
have supplied himself with iron immediately after the 
breach of contract, and then the defendant would have 
been liable to pay the difference between the then price 
of iron and the contract price. At the time of action 
brought the plaintiff could only obtain iron at a much 
higher price, and the defendant ought to be liable to the 
amount of that higher price, as it was at his request that 
the delay took place which rendered the payment of the 
higher price necessary. The Court held that the plain- 
tiff was entitled to recover damages measured according 
to the price of the iron in February, as the delay which 





had taken place was at the defendant’s request; and 
they pointed out in their judgments that no question 
really arose as to the variation of a written contract. 
Here the contract was broken and at an end, and the 
plaintiff, instead of suing at once, waited at the request 
of the defendant, but entered into no contract to wait. 
The Court did not consider the question, it not being 
necessary for the decision of the case, whether, if the 
plaintiff and defendant had agreed verbally that the 
defendant should wait for a certain time, that was a 
contract which must, under the Statute of Frauds, be in 
writing. It was argued by the defendant that writing 
would in such a case be necessary, but this position 
may well be doubted. If a point of this kind should 
ever arise, no doubt Ogle v. Lord Vane will be referred 
to, but it does not appear that the case has any rea 
bearing upon such a question. 





REVIEWS. 


A Treatise on the Law and Practice of Injunctions in Equity, 
By Witu1am Wiiiramson Kerk, of Lincoln’s-Inn, Bar- 
rister-at-Law. London : Maxwell & Son. 

A work on injunctions has for some time been a desidera- 
tum, the treatises of Messrs. Eden & Drewry having grown out 
of date. Of late years, too, this branch of equity juris- 
prudence has been made the subject of such extensive re- 
sort that avery large mass of new cases, new principles, 
and elucidations of old principles, lay ready to the hand of 
any forthcoming author. The number of “light and air” 
cases has received an enormous increase during the last few 
years, and the law respecting injunctions in such cases has 
been considerably elucidated. The law of injunctions, in 
cases of smoke, sewage, and other nuisances, has in like 
manner acquired additional importance, and received a cor- 
responding elucidation. Recent decisions have also materially 
settled the operation of Sir Hugh Cairns’ Act, as regards 
damages ; while the position of Railway and Joint Stock 
enterprise has opened and suggested entirely new features in 
the law and practice of injunctions. Under these cireum- 
stances, a new and well-digested work on the subject was 
calculated to be a most acceptable boon to the profession. 

The work before us has evidently been prepared with 
considerable care, and appears, so far as we have been able 
to examine, to comprise all the decisions up to the date of 
its publication. The manner ia which Mr. Kerr has divided 
and parcelled out his headings is, we think, also good. This 
being the case, we may pronounce the new book ene which 
will be useful to the profession, and we have no doubt that 
many of our readers will be exceedingly glad of a volume in 
which they can post up notes of cases in the proper places, 
whether by writing marginal notes of their own, or as many 
do, employing Mr. Tenison Edwards’s adhesive Notanda. 
We are glad to see a handy chapter at the end of the work 
on ‘‘ Practice,” this chapter comprises five sections, and 
treats of the manner in which injunctions are obtained, the 
dissolution of injunctions, the effect of certain proceedings 
(e.g-, bankruptcy, dismissal of a plea, &c.) on injunctions, 
the continuing or granting injunctions at the hearing, and 
the consequences of breach of injunction, treating of course 
incidentally of evidence. This chapter will be of much use 
to the practitioner. 

fr. Kerr's book is a book for the practitioner, not for the 
student, and we think he was right in steering clear of any 
confusion between the two. While saying, SLowever, that 


the book is likely to prove a useful one, we must not be 
understood as bestowing unmixed praise. The book will be 
serviceable as a fairly arranged index of cases, but we could 
wish that the author had undertaken the task of skeletoniz- 
ing the a of his important subject ; in this respect 


the book is deficient, it is a fair index, but a mere in- 
dex. To illustrate what we mean, we will take a very small 
branch of the subject,—the case-law respecting applications 
for injunctions to restrain parties from applying to Parlia- 
ment. This branch is of comparatively little importance; 
but it happens to afford a good illustration. A book on in- 
junctions should have comprised a succinct sketch of the 
history of the law relating to these cases, showing how the 
principle has been finally elucidated and narrowed, until 
the recent case of Steele v. The North Metropolitan Railway 
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Company, 15 W. R. 597, so very discouraging to such 
applications. It may perhaps be said that a book for prac- 
tice and a scientific book cannot be united under one cover ; 
we think, however, that this work on injunctions would 
have been better if it had been less ‘‘ indexy.” It will bea 
useful book, however, and we are glad to welcome it. 


The Notanda Digest, with Synoptical Index of the Decisions 
in Law, Equity, Bankruptcy, Admiralty, Divorce, Probate, 
and Ecclesiastical cases. By TENISON Epwarps, Esq., 
of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law. London: Stevens 
& Sons. 

The ‘* Notanda Digest” is now completed from December, 
1862, up to April, 1867, and the volume before us includes 
everything between those dates. In reviewing ‘‘ Notanda” 
we are not dealing with a new work, or one not well-known 
to the public. Mr. Edwards’ current work has become an 
institution, and it is therefore unnecessary for us to call 
attention in detail to all its arrangements. 

Most men, whether solicitors or barristers, who embrace 
the legal profession, start with the idea of keeping them- 
selves aw courant with the progress of case and statute law 
by noting up decisions and enactments, but, when business 
begins to press, few manage to keep up anything approximat- 
ing to sucha practice. Any one who has ever thoroughly 
worked up a single subject or a single text-book knows how 
quickly new decisions crowd in upon him, and how hard. it 
is to keep pace with them in his notes. The ‘‘ Notanda” 
plan is a very ingenious one ; appended to the note of each 
case is a note of the older case or the text or practice book 
(page given) or statute in which it should be noted. Thus 
@ mere copying clerk may note up for his master by simply 
turning to the page of the work indicated and transcribing 
into the margin Mr. Edwards’ note, or if the adhesive 
** Notanda” be used he will have still less trouble, as he 
will have simply to cut out the little square note and affix it 
to the margin of the page to which it relates. The ad- 
vantage to the practitioner who is thus properly ‘‘ posted ” 
up with the current decisions is obvious. 








COURTS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
(Before Vice-Chancellor Woop). 

June 25.—In the matter of the Inns of Court Hotel Com- 
pany (Limited).—This wasa summons on behalf of the official 
liquidators, for the purpose of obtaining the sanction of the 
Court to a propose ide of the entire property of the Inns 
of Court Hotel Company, now in course of winding-up, to 
the Lincoln’s-inn-fields Hotel Company, for the sum of 
£99,000. 

Little, Q.C., in support, stated that a question would 
have to be discussed as to the validity of certain debentures 
which had been granted, and the payment of which the new 
company were ip stay to provide for if the Court should be 
of opinion that they constituted a valid charge upon the 
property of the old company. It was proposed to ask the 
Court to approve the contract subject to the determination 
of this question on a future day. 

Wickens, Osborne Morgan, and Davey appeared for deben- 
ture-holders ; but as they were not all before the Court, the 
discussion upon this point was adjourned. 

Roweliffe, on behalf of trustees for a certain class of deben- 
ture holders ; and £. Charles, for the Lincoln's-inn-fields 
Hotel Company, supported the proposed sale. 

A. Smith, for the builders, who were the only unsecured 
creditors, opposed, and submitted that if the property were 
divided into four lots, instead of being sold in one entire 
lump, a much larger sum than £99,000 might be fairly exy 
pected to be realised, 

The Vick-CHANCELLOR said that the Court ought not to 
— the chance of selling this property as a going concern 
on the mere suggestion, unsupported by any evidence, that 
if it were put up for sale in four lots more might be realised. 
No other offer had been made, and as this new company 
were willing to give a sum which, after providing for the de- 
bentnres, would produce a surplus for the unsecured credi- 
tors, their offer ought not to be rejected. 

June 27.—Tichborne v. Mostyn. Tichborne v. Tichborne. 
Giffard, Q.C., on behalf of the plaintiff in these suits, who 
describes himself as ‘* Sir Roger Charles Doughty Tich- 





borne, Bart.,” obtained leave to serve notice of motion for 
an injunction tor next seal day, with copy of the bills which 
have been this day filed. 


COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner GoULBURN.) 

June 21.—In re G. F. Druce.—The bankrupt was a solj- 
citor, of St. Swithin’s-lane, who had been largely en 
in promoting public companies. The aggregate liabilities 
were £35,900, but the figures on the other side of the 
account were of larger amount, representing claims, many 
of them doubtful, on various companies. 

The official assignee stated, in answer to the Court, 
that there had been twelve adjournments in this case, 

Mr. Munns, for the assignee, offered no opposition to the 
bankrupt having his order of discharge. 

Reed opposed for Mr. Thorp, of Leeds, a creditor for up. 
wards of £10,000. 

The bankrupt, examined, stated that Mr. Thorp’s debt 
had been contracted in connection with Mr. Shield, a rail. 
way contractor, who received the money. He was also 
liable for £10,000 to the Agra and Masterman’s Bank onthe 
same account. He had been connected, either as promoter 
or shareholder, with the Bedford Hotel Company and 
Brighton Laundry Company, the Brighton Hotel and Club 
Company, the Public Works Credit Company, the English 
and Irish Association, the Inns of Court Hotel Company, 
the Metropolitan Ice Company, the Marine Estates Com- 
pany, the Leamington Railway Company, and several 
others. He believed Shield to be a substantial man when 
he incurred these liabilities for him. Shield had been bank. 
rupt three times. He had had a house in London, and one 
at Brighton, paying £370 rent. Had kept two horses in 
London. 

Reed then urged that the case came within three of the 
clauses of the Act—those against excessive expenditure, rash 
speculation, and contracting debts without probable means 
of payment. Though the bankrupt showed a surplus on his 
balance-sheet of £10,000, all that had been realised was about 
£200. 

Mr. Lawrance, for the bankrupt, stated that he had been 
upwards of two years in the hands of his creditors, he having 
executed a deed of arrangement in January, 1865, and the 


bankruptcy having occurred in December, 1865. He had . 


lost his professional status, and that was a greater punish- 
ment than any that could be inflicted by the Court. 

His Honovr said that, looking at the length of time that 
the case had been before the Court, the question was 
whether the bankrupt had not suffered enough already, 
The Court had embarked in the case with no very favour- 
able feeling towards the bankrupt; it had a very great 
aversion to persons in the position of solicitors, who ought 
to advise others, themselves rushivg into a load of liabili- 
ties in connection with joint-stock companies, but the time 
had arrived when this man ought to have his quietus. His 
conduct was certainly open to grave reprehension; he had 
no doubt contracted debts without probable means of pay- 
ment, and had indulged in rash and hazardous speculation, 
It was evident that the creditors had reviewed the case 
favourably from the fact of their having concurred in 4 
deed of arrangement, and now, out of a multitude of cre- 
ditors, only one appeared to oppose, and he had shown 
great malignity in his opposition throughout, The Court 
would not lend itself to such a feeling. To mark its sense 
of the conduct of the bankrupt the Court would orders 
short suspension ofthe discharge, dating it from January, 
1865, and making the suspension two years and nine months 
from that period; this would give the bankrupt his order 
in October next, 

He could not allow the costs of the opposition, 


COURT OF QUEEN’S BENCH. 
(Before the Lorp Cur Justice,) 

June 26,—Several special jurymen were fined £10 each 
for non-attendance, and others who attended said they were 
summoned, some in nine, some in six, and some in five 
different cases. 

The Cu1er Justice said the subject was under inquiry 
by a select committee of the House of Commons, and he 
hoped those who felt aggrieved would tender their evidence 
before that committee, 
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COURT OF COMMON PLEAS. 

June 24.—Alliance Bank v. Tucker and Mackreth.—This 
was a special case. The plaintiffs were possessed of cer- 
tain deeds, the property of a client of the defendants, who 
were solicitors in partnership, and in consideration that 
the plaintiffs would hand over to defendants the said deeds 
to enable them to complete a transaction in which their 
client was engaged, a guarantee was given by one of the 
defendants in the name of the firm, but without the actual 
knowledge of the other partner, promising payment of 
£450 to the plaintiffs. 

Faward James, Q.C., and Hannen, for the plaintiffs ; 
Serjt. Hayes, Morgan Howard, and Hayman, for the de- 
fendants. 

It appeared that entries in connection with the giving 
of this undertaking appeared in the daily journal of defen- 
dants’ firm, but that the defendant Mackreth was wholly 
ignorant of the giving of the guarantee; and the question 
was, whether there was any implied authority in one 
=. bind the other out of the general scope of the 

iness of the partnership without his knowledge. 

’ Wittes, J., in giving judgment, said he was of opinion 
that the plaintiffs were entitled to judgment, Taking so 
much of the transaction as was known to bot the defen- 
dants, and looking at what was the intention of the parties, 
that the purchase-money should be received by the firm or 
one of them, and that as to £450 of the purchase-money, 
it should be applied in liquidation of the client’s debt, he 
thought both the defendants, as partners, were liable. If 
the undertaking given by Tucker was beyond his authority, 
he entirely agreed that the other partner was not liable; 
but it was impossible to exclude the character of the tran- 
saction itself. It was clear that it was the intention of 
both parties that both the defendants should receive 
the money for the sale of the property ; and as to the sum 
of £450 for which the deeds were deposited with the bank 
as security, to pay that sum over to the bank, and the 
bank trusted the defendant's firm on Tucker giving his 
undertaking on behalf of the firm. The case fell within the 
class of authorities where one member of a firm unknown 
to the others received money to be employed by the firm, 
28 solicitors, and for that money each member of the firm 
was answerable—the one who received it, and the one who 
knew nothing about it, and not within the cases of a gua- 
rantee or a promissory note, for money given to one member 
of @ firm for employment by him without the knowledge of 
the otner partners, 

Keatin@, J., concurred on behalf of himself and Smiru, 
J.) who had gone to chambers. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Grorce French, Esq., to be Chief Justice of Her 
Majesty’s Settlement of Sierra Leone, on the Western 
Coast of Africa. 


Mr. Lovis CHArtes LuMLEY paler & Lumley, 15, 
Old Jewry and 25, Conduit-street) has been appointed a 
London Commissioner to Administer Oaths in all the Com- 
mon Law Courts, 





PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 

June 21.—In reply to a question by Earl Granville, the 
Archbishop of York stated his reasons for declining to serve 
on the Ritual Commission. 

The Increase of the Episcopate Bill was read a third time 
and, two amendments having been rejected, passed. 

Lord Cranworth’s Bill to Amend the Salmon Fisheries 
(Ireland) Act, 1863, was read a first time. 

The Houses of Parliament Bill, the National Gallery En- 
largement Bill, and the Pier and Harbour Order Contirma- 
tion (No. 8) Bill, passed through committee. 

The Commons’ Amendments to the Hypothec Amendment 
(Scotland) Bill were agreed to. 

The Local Government Supplemental (No. 2) Bill was read 
a third time and passed. 

On the motion of Lord Redesdale a select committee was 
appointed to join with a committee of the House of Com- 
mons to consider the standing orders desirable to be adopted 





by both Houses in relation to parliamentary deposits for 
the present and ensuing session. 

June 24.—The Court of Chancery (Ireland) Bill was read 
the first time. ; 

On the motion of Earl Russell a motion was agreed to for 
an address to her Majesty praying the appointment of a 
royal commission to inquire into the revenues and property 
of the Established Church in Ireland. 

The Naval Stores Bill was read a second time. 

The Inclosure (No. 2) Bill went through committee. 

The Local Government (Nos, 3 and 4) Bills. were read a 
third time. 

The County Courts Acts Amendment Bill, the Houses of 
Parliament Bill, the National Gallery Enlargement Bill, 
and the Policies of Assurance Bill, were read a third time 
and passed. 

The Pier and Harbour Order Confirmation (No. 3) Bill 
was reported as amended. 

June 25.—The Consecration of Churchyards (No. 2) Bill 
was read a second time. 

The Recovery of Certain Debts (Scotland) Bill passed 
through committee. 

The Duke of Richmond, in moving the second reading of 
the Railway Companies Bill, said that as the subject was 
very important and the amendments he wished to propose 
could not well be dealt with in committee of the whole 
House, he should, after the second reading had been passed, 
move that the bill be referred to a select committee. He 
thought that with regard to pre-preference stock, the raped 
of —o hee where such power was desirable, be 
conferred by a special Act. 

Lord Redesdale said this portion of the bill would 
require very careful consideration. A bill brought in in a 
time of difficulty, to remove difficulties, might go too far in 
that direction. 

The bill was then read a second time. 

The Consecration and Ordination Fees Bill, the County 
Treasurers (Ireland) Bill, and the new Parishes and Church 
Building Acts Amendment Bill were read a second time. 

The Railways (Scotland) Bill was read a second time, and 
referred to a select committee. 

The Lord Chancellor moved the second reading of the 
Court of Chancery (Officers) Bill. Lord Cranworth approved 
the principle of the bill, but said he should move some 
amendments in committee. 

Lord Romilly doubted whether the provisions of the bill 
were sufficient. He commented on the conduct of official 
liquidators, and suggested a fixed panel from whom official 
liquidators should be chosen. 

he Lord Chancellor and Lord Cairns did not think such 
a plan would work well. 

Lord Westbury advocated the compulsion of official liqui- 
dators to pay the money they received into the Bank daily. 

The Dill was then read a second time. 

The Bridges (Ireland) Bill, and the Drain and Im- 
provement of Lands (Ireland) Supplemental Bill were read 
a second time. 

Brown’s Charity Bill was lost by a majority of 48 to 16. 

The Naval Stores Bill and the Local Government Supple- 
mental Bill passed through committee. 

The Policies of Assurance Bill was read a third time and 
passed. 


June 27,—The Lunacy (Scotlarid) Bill was read a second 
time, 

The following peers were nominated for the select com- 
mittee on the Railway Companie’s Bill:—the Dukes of 
Riehmond and Devonshire, the Earls of Lucan and Romney, 
Lords Redesdale, Stanley of Alderley, Overstone, Westbury, 
Colensay and Cairns. 

The Bridges (Ireland) Bill passed through committee. 

The Naval Stores Bill, and the Local Government Sup- 
lemental (No. 3) Bill were read a third time and passed. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 

June 21.—In answer to a question from Mr. W. E. 
Forster, Mr. Adderley said that a code of rules had been 
sent to all colonial governors for their guidance in case the 
necessity to proclaim martial law should arise , alsoa circu- 
lar despatch to the Governor of Jamaica and the other 
colonies in the West Indies requesting them to submit to 
the Colonial UO geo the Fo, sts of repealing any 
enactments which gave general powers to the governor to 


. proclaim martial law. 
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In committee on the Representation of the People Bill, 
Clause 30 (returning officers in new boroughs) was agreed 


Clause 31 (appointment of boundary commission) was 
postponed, at the suggestion of Mr. Gladstone. 

Clause 32 was struck out. 

Clause 33 (repealing so much of 6 Vict. c. 18, s. 79, as 
relates to the residence of voters at the time they give their 
votes) was struck out, on the representation that the object 
in view might be attained by clause 40. 

Clause 36 (providing that the corrupt payment of rates 
‘*on behalf of any voter for the purpose of enabling him to 
be registered as a voter, or for the purpose of inducing him 
to vote,” should be an offence punishable as bribery) was 
amended by the omission of the word ‘‘ or” and the inser- 
tion of the words ‘‘and any candidate or other person, 
either i or indirectly paying any rate on behalf of 
any voter.” The clause as amended was then carried by a 
majority of 250 to 196. 

Clause 37 (providing that members holding offices of 
profit under the Crown should not be required to vacate 
their seats on the acceptance of other offices) was struck 
out, the Solicitor-General proposing to bring up a new 
clause. 

Clause 88 (separate registers) was postponed. 

Clause 39 was agreed to. 

The House, in committee on the Courts of Law Officers 
(Ireland), agreed to a resolution authorising the payment 
of their salaries out of the Consolidated Fund, and out of 
moneys to be provided by Parliament. 

The Galway Harbour (Composition of Debt) Bill, and the 
British White Herring Fishery Bill, were considered as 
amended. 

The House went into committee of supply. 

The Court of Chancery (Ireland) Bill was read a third 
time and passed. 

The Industrial and Provident Societies Bill was read a 
second time. 

Sale of Lands by Auction Bill—The Lords’ amendments 
to the Commons’ amendments were considered, and, the 
Commons adhering to their own amendments, a committee 
= appointed to draw up reasons and confer with the other 

ouse, 


June 24.—On the motion of Mr. Dodson it was agreed 
that a select committee should be appointed to join with the 
select committee of the House of Lords in the consideration 
of the Act 9 & 10 Vict. c. 20, and the standing orders of 
both Houses in relation to Parliamentary deposits and the 
completion of railways within a prescribed time, and to re- 


In committee on the Representation of the People Bill. 

Clause 40 (the general saving clause). 

An amendment proposed by Sir R. Palmer, providing 

that no man shall vote for the same place in respect of more 
than one qualification was agreed to. An amendment pro- 
posed by Mr. Holden, aiming at the disfranchisement of 
all freemen for the future, was rejected without a division. 
Another amendment proposed by Mr. Holden, providin 
that in all £10 occupation qualifications made up of lan 
and tenements (not a dwelling-house) jointly, the tenement 
shall be of not less than £5 annual a ay was rejected by a 
eee of 106 to 98. An amendment proposed by Mr. 
Colvile, putting copyholders on the same footing as free- 
holders, and giving them county votes, though the same 
qualification might give county votes to the actual occupiers, 
was rejected by a majority of 171 to 151. An amendment 
3 20 by Mr. Vivian, extending the same privilege to 
ong leaseholders in Parliamentary boroughs (repealing for 
that purpose a portion of 2 Will. 4, c. 45) was rejected by a 
majority of 256 to 280. An amendment proposed by Mr. 
Cardwell, precluding members of the Universities of Oxford. 
and Cambridge from voting at borough elections in respect 
of any qualification arising out of the occupation of rooms 
in their respective colleges or halls, was carried by a majority 
of 200 to 179 (Mr. Lowther gave notice that he should again 
raise this question on the bringing up of the report). 

Clause 41 (issue of writs) was agreed to. 

The Galway Harbour (Composition of Debt) Bill and the 
British White Herring Fishery Bill were read a third time. 

The report on the Courts of Law Officers (Ireland) 
Salaries and Fees Bill was agreed to, - 

The Land Tax Commissioners Names Bill and the Lis 
Pendens Bill was read a third time and passed, 





— 
—— 


The report of Supply was agreed to. 

The Statute Law Revision Bill went through com. 
mittee, 

The Vice-Admiralty Courts Bill was read a second 
time, 

The Linen and other Manufuctures (Ireland) Bill went 
through committee. 

The Real Estate Charges Act Amendment Bill passed 
through committee. 


June 25,—The Charitable Donations and Bequests (Ire. 
land) Bill was read a third time and passed. 

In committee on the Representation of the People Bill, 

Clause 42 (** This Act, so far asis consistent with the tenor 
thereof, shall be construed as one with the enactments for 
the time being in force relating to the Representation of 
the People”) was agreed to, after having, at the sugges. 
tion of the Chancellor of the Exchequer, been amended by 
adding the words following : ‘‘ And with the Registration 
Acts; andin construing the provisions of the 24th and 25th 
sections of the Act 2 Will. 4, c. 45, the expressions ‘the 
provisions thereinafter contained’ and ‘ as aforesaid’ shall 
be deemed to refer to the provisions of this Act, conferring 
rights to vote as well as to the provisions of this Act.” 

Clause 43 (interpretation of terms) was agreed to, the 
definition of a dwelling-house having been, by an amend. 
ment, altered to the following: ‘‘ Dwelling-house shall in. 
clude any part of the house occupied as a separate dwell- 
ing and separately rated to the relief of the poor.” This 
being the last clause, the committee proceeded to consider 
the postponed and additional clauses, 

Attorney's and Solicitor's Certificate Duty Bill.—Upon 
the order for going into committe on this bill, 

Mr. Denman said attorneys were at present subject to 
what was really a quadruple tax. They had to pay a 
fee of £80 upon their entrance to the profession, another 
of £25 upon taking out their articles, the ordinary income 
tax upon their professional earnings, and also the annual 
tax (£9 in London and £6 in the country) for the renewal 
of their certificates. He believed, on authority, that the 
average income of attorneys and solicitors in the kingdom 
did not amount to £360 a-year, so that in fact this duty 
was equivalent to an additional income tax of sixpence 
upon the profession. The Chancellor of the Exchequer, 
the late Chancellor of the Exchequer, the Lord Chancel- 
lor, and Lord Cairns had all voted against the tax. The 
hon, member for the Tower Hamlets had objected to the 
bill being in the hands of a member of the other branch of 
the legal profession. He (Mr. Denman) thought nothing 
of that argument. He was acting only from a sense of 
justice. It was said that an objection against licences 
shouldtbe taken, not singly, but ina lump against all licence 
taxes, but if this argument prevailed, no license, however 
unjustifiable, could be touched without including in the 
operation an attack other licences, which might not possess 
the same objectionable features. ‘Then there was 
the time argument. That meant nothing more than this: 
‘Don’t attack the duty now, because you don’t know 
what the Chancellor of the Exchequer may have in his 
budget.” But when the budget was over the language 
was changed, it was then—‘‘ Don't attack the budget, for 
see what the Chancellor of the Exchequer has done.” It 
was because the tax was oppressive and unjust to the 
poorer portion of the legal profession, that he asked the 
House to abolish it. 

The House then went into committee on the bill, 


Mr. Walpole said the Chancellor of the Exchequer (who 
had left the House just before going into committee) had 
no particular amendment to propose, and therefore did not 
oppose any of the clauses, but the hon, and learned gentle- 
man must not suppose that the bill would pass unchal- 
lenged upon the third reading. 

Mr. Denman said the understanding he had was that 
the discussion would take place on going into committee. 


Mr, Walpole said the only understanding he knew of waa’ 


that there was to be a discussion at a future stage. 

The bill then passed through committee, 

The Investment of Trust Funds Bill was read a second 
time. 

The House went into committee on the Railway Guards 
and Passenger’s Communication Bill, 

In committee on the Church Rates Abolition Bill, the 
clauses were agreed to, 





osenar sat esmest 


&2 wes Sts spots es 


2 


Ss yeaane s 


ae 24 


BeEsesgeers- & BE 


ier 


= 
& 


June 29, 1867. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 819 








The Linen and Other Manufactories (Ireland) Bill was 
read a third time and passed. 

June 26,—The following Select Committee was appointed 
to join with the Select Committee appointed by the House 
of Lords on Parliamentary Deposits :—Mr. Dodson, Lord 
Hotham, Mr. Milner Gibson, Mr. Bouverie, and Mr. Howes; 
three to be the quorum. 

Sir Colman O’Loghlen moved the second reading of the 
Land Tenures (Ireland) Bill; the debate on this question 
was ultimately adjourned. 

The Attorney-General for Ireland obtained leave to 
bring in a bill to extend the jurisdiction, alter and amend 
the procedure and practice, and regulate the establishment 
of the High Court of Admiralty in Ireland. 

June 27.—The New Courts of Justice—Mr, Bentinck 
asked the Secretary to the Treasury whether he would 
lay upon the table the reports made upon the designs for 
the new Courts of Justice by the professional judges and 
others. ‘The reports had been already published in a 

per whieh he held in his hand, 

Mr, Hunt explained that the reports had been made by 
professional gentlemen employed in assisting the judges to 
consider the plans. The commissioners not having yet 

ted their report, it wculd be contrary to all prece- 
dent to produce any of the materials which had been laid 
before them. 

Mr, Bentinck gave notice that he should, on an early 
day, move for the production of the reports. 

In committee upon the Representation of the People Bill, 

Clause 31 (Boundary Commission) was, with some verbal 
alterations, agreed to, 

Clause 38 (separate registers) was agreed to, 

Clause 87 (vacation of seats). A new clause was agreed 
to in place of this clause. 

Four new clauses proposed by Mr. Disraeli were also 
agreed to, viz.: (hire of pollizg-places; lists and registers 
of voters; disfranchisement of recipients of pauper relief ; 
and, amendment of poll-clerks’ oath), An amendment 
proposed by Mr. Russell Gurney, substituting a declaration 
for the poll-clerk’s oath, was rejected by a majority of 178 
to 178, 

The Vaccination Bill was read a third time and passed. 

The Courts of Law Officers (Ireland) Bill (re-committed) 
was considered in committee, and the majority of the 
clauses jc 

The Contagious Diseases (Animals) Bill and the Dogs 
Regulation (Ireland) Act (1865) Amendment Bill were 
read a second time, 


FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


AMERICA. 
Supreme Court.—PuILaDELPHIA. 
MEASURE oF DAMAGES FoR NON-REPLACER OF STOCK LENT. 
Musgrave v. Beckendorf. 

In this case fourteen bonds of 1,000 dollars each 
(twelve being Missouri state, and two Hamilton and Joseph 
Railroad) had been lent upon an agreement to return the 
identical bonds in twoyears with interest. 

The bonds not having been re-delivered, the question 
which arose on this action was,in measuring damages, 
at what period should the value of the bonds be computed ? 

The opinion of the Court was delivered by Read, J., 
who, after citing Shaw v. Holland,.15 M. & W. 145; 
Owen v. Routh, 2 W. R. 222; Vaughan v. Wood, 1M. & K. 
403, to prove that the English courts measured the 
damages in such cases by the value of the securities at the 
date of the trial, said that this measure of damages had 
been approved by the Court of Appeal of New York. 

An American case, Romaine v. Van Allen, 12 Smith, 
309, was cited, in which the stock in question rose from 
5,962 dols, to 8175 dole, during the trial, andthe Court 
held that the plaintiff was entitled to recover the highest 
Price reached up to the end of the trial. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Bankruptcy BILL. 
The Incorporated Law Society have printed the following 
objections to the clause proposed to be moved by Mr. Hib- 
bert—*That barristers of five years standing shall, after 





this Act shall come into operation, be eligible for the offices 
of registrars of county courts,” and reasons against its intro- 
duction into the Bankruptcy Bill :— 

1. The office of clerk and registrar of the county courts has 
been filled satisfactorily and efficiently from the establish- 
ment of the county courts, in 1846, by solicitors of high 
standing ; and no complaint has ever been made as to the 
manner in which their duties have been performed. 

2. The duties performed by the registrars are essentially 
of a character for which a solicitor is best fitted. The prin- 
cipal duties are to issue plaints, summonses, and orders, to 
keep the accounts and books of the court, and, under the 

ultable jurisdiction of the court, to perform the duties 
which in the Court of Chancery are performed by chief clerks, 
who are appointed from solicitors, 

8. It is essential that the office, which is a responsible 
one, and involves the receipt of a large amount of fees, 
should be held by a gentleman of position, who must have 
an office and a staff of clerks; and as the remuneration is 
small, often not exceeding £300 a-year, it may, and does answer 
the purpose of a solicitor, having other business to conduct, 
to hold the appointment, and keep clerks well qualified to 
perform the duties ; but a barrister could not afford out of 
the income derived from the appointment to keep an office 
and a staff of clerks to perform the duties, and the suitors, 
therefore, would suffer inconvenience and delay. 

4, A thorough knowledge of accounts, of the routine of an 
office, and the management of a staff of clerks, is essential 
as a qualification to the office. 

5. The registrar is prohibited from practising in his own 
court, and the appointments are, therefore, held by solici- 
tors of superior class. 

6. It would appear to be unjust, considering the very large 
number of official appointments for which the bar are eligible, 
and the very small number of appointments open to solici- 
tors, to make any further poole. amare on the latter. The 
incomes of solicitors of the highest standing in the country 
districts are made up largely of salaries and fees from ap- 
pointments, and it is to the interest of the public that the 
position and influence of men of this class in the profession, 
in country districts, should be maintained. 

The annual general meeting of this society took place in 
the hall of the society, Chancery-lane, London, yesterday. 
The chair was taken by Alfred Bell, Esq., the president. 
The minutes of the last annual general meeting having been 
confirmed, the president stated the vacancies in the council, 
Mr. Bartle John Laurie Frere was elected president, and 
Mr. John Henry Bolton vice-president of the society. Mr. 
Edward Savage Bailey, Mr. Edward Banner, Mr. Alfred 
Bell, Mr. Francis Thomas Bircham, Mr. John Henry Bolton, 
Mr. John Clayton, Mr. William Strickland Cookson, Mr. 
Bartle John Laurie Frere, Mr. George Burrow Gregory, 
and Mr. Joseph Maynard, were re-elected members of the 
council. Mr. Edward Field, of Norwich, was elected a 
member of the council in the room of Mr. John Welchman 
Whateley, of Birmingham, resigned ; Mr. Robert Brotherson 
Upton was elected a member of the council in the room of 
Mr. William Murray resigned, and Mr. Arnold William 
White was elected a member in the room of Mr. Frederick 
Iltid Nicholl resigned. Mr. Nathaniel Tertius Lawrence, 
Mr. George Harding, and Mr. Samuel Steward were elected 
auditors of the accounts of the society. 

The report of the council was approved, 

The report of the auditors was also approved, 

A resolution was passed confirming a contract entered 
into by the council for the purchase of some property ad- 
joining the society’s buildings, 

A long and interesting discussion took place upon vari- 
ous matters connected with the profession. 

The thanks of the meeting were cordially given to 
Alfred Bell, Esq., the president, for his zealous attention 
to the affairs of the society and the interests of the pro- 
fession during his year of office, and for his conduct in the 
chair. 


METROPOLITAN AND PROVINCIAL LAW ASSOCI. 
ATION. 


Tue Jupces’ CHamBens (DEspatcu OF Bustness Brn). 
The following petition to the House of Commons was pre« 

sented on the 24th inst., by the Hon. G. Denman :— 

The humble petition of the Metropolitan and Provincial 
Law Association sheweth,— 
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That your petitioners are an Association consisting of nearly 
800 practising attorneys and solicitors in England and Wales, 
of whom nearly 600 carry on business in the Provinces, and 
that their objects have ever been to promote the better and 
more economical administration of the law, and to maintain 
the rights and increase the usefulness of the profession. 

That your petitioners cordially approve of the main ob- 
jects of the Bill now before your honourable House, entitled 
“*An Act for the better despatch of business in the Chambers 
of the Judges of the Superior Courts of Common Law,” as 
they hare long felt the necessity of power being conferred 
on the Common Law Judges to effect the contemplated im- 
provements in the mode of conducting business in their 
chambers. 

That your petitioners are however of opinion that, when 
practicable, there should be an immediate mode of appeal by 
way of adjournment to a judge; also that the period of three 
clear days, proposed by section 4 to be allowed for appeals 
from the masters to the judges, is unnecessarily long, and 
might be taken advantage of for purposes of delay, and they 
would venture to submit that one clear day would be amply 
sufficient for such purpose in almost every case, and that ex- 
ceptional cases shculd be provided for by giving power to 
the master to extend the time for appealing, if he should 
thiui {it, at the time of giving his decision on the matter of 
the summons. 

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray your honourable 
House to amend the said bill intituled, ‘An Act for the 
Better Despatch of Business in the Chambers of the Judges 

-of the Superior Courts of Common Law ” by substituting in 

section 4, for the wards ‘‘ three clear days,” the words ‘ one 
clear day,” and by inserting in the following line, before 
the words ‘‘ to appeal,” the words ‘‘or within such further 
time as the master shall direct ;” and also by making pro- 
vision for a ready mode of immediate appeal, by way of ad- 
journment, to any Judge who may be sitting at Chambers 
at the time. 

And your petitioners will ever pray, &c. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


EXAMINATIONS AT THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY.—TRINITY TERM, 1867. 


FINAL EXAMINATION. * 


The examiners have recommended the following gentle- 
men, under the age of 26, as, being entitled to honorary 
distinction :— 

Rate Hutcurnson Younc.—Turnbull & Bell, Hartle- 
pool ; Shum & Crossman, London. 

CHARLES MyLNE BArker.—Barker, Bowker, & Peake, 
London, 

Water GARDINER.—Stevens & Satchell, 
Alfred Charles Cronin, London. 

Apert Lewis.—Charles C. Lewis & Son, Brentwood ; 
John Turner, London. 


The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accord- 
ingly awarded the following prizes of books : 

To Mr. Youne, the prize of the honourable Society of 
Clifford’s-inn. 

To Mr. Barker, the prize of the honourable Society of 
New-inn. 

To Mr. Garpiver and Mr. Lewis, prizes of the In- 
corporated Law Society. 

The examiners have also certified that the following can- 
didates, under the age of 26, whose names are placed in 
alphabetical order, passed examinations which entitle them 
to commendation :— 

Witu1am, Arcuren.—William Henry Swepstone, London. 

Evitery Arruvr Rennetr.—Whiteford & Bennett, 
Plymouth. 

JoHuN CopLANp.—George Matthews Arnold, Gravesend ; 
Thomas Sismey, London. 

Francis NatHaAN Drake.—Harris & Morton, Halstead. 

CHARLES Goprngy E.sam.—Parker, Sheffield. 

Wii1AMs Harrgr—Edward Saxton, London ; Chester 
& Urquhart, London. 


ee | inane 


London ; 


* The names Of the Glerks are given in small capitals ; those of the 
firms to which they served their cle:kships in ordinary type 





this merely superficial agency. 


JASPER Gipson.—William Gibson, London. 

Rosert Hunter, M.A.—Eyre & Lawson, London, 

Hueu Sriruinc, M.A.—W. Murray, Son, & ILutchins, 
London. 

CuarLes Henry Turner.—John Turner, London. 

The Council have accordingly awarded them certificates 
of merit. 

Number of candidates examined, 130 ; passed, 118 ; post: 
poned, 12. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


~ The Finance Bill of the Great Eastern Railway Company has 
been rejected. 

The Select Committee who have under consideration the Bill 
for the adjustment of the affairs of the London, Chatham, and 
Dover Railway came on Wednesday to a resolution “ that the 
Committee cannot at all events sanction the raising of am 
additional capital with priority over those shareholders who do 
not give their consent witha full knowledge of the circumstances 
of the case.” 

A petition was on Thursday presented to the House of Lords 
on behalf of the Overend and Gurney Defence Association, pray- 
ing that their appeal may be heard before the close of the present 
session. With regard to the recent call payable on the 25th, an 
appeal to the Lord Justices has been made against the Vice- 
Chancellor’s order, and the argument is expected to take place 
next week. 


ENGLISH FUNDS AND RAILWAY STOCK. 
Last Quoratron, June 20, 1867, 
(From the Oficia? List of the actual business transacted.) 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 


3 per Cent. Consols, 94 Annuities, April, 85 12% 

Ditto for Account, July 10, 95 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 20} 

3 per Cent Reduced, 933 Ex Bills, £1000, 4 per Ct. 23 pm 
New 3 per Cent., 93§ Ditto, £500, Do pm 

Do. 53 per Cent., Jan, "94 Ditto, £100 & £200, 23 pm 

Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. 94, 763xd | Bank of England Stock, 6} per 
Do. per Cent., Jan. ’73 — Ct, (last half-year) 253 
Annuities, Jan. ’80 — Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 


{India Stock, 104 p Ct. Apr. 74, Ind. Enf. Pr., 5pC., Jan.’72, 1 
Ditto for Account, — Ditto, 54 per Cent., May,’79, 1 
Ditto 5 per Cent., July, ’80 1094 Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April, 64 — 

Ditto 4 per Cent., Oct. ’88, 97 Do. Do., 5 per Cent., Aug. ’73 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 5 per Ct., £1000, 55 pm 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. 864 | Ditto, ditto, under £1000, 55 pm. 


RAILWAY STOCK. 








Shares. Railways. ‘Paid, Closing Prices, 





Bristol and EXeCter ......cccecccsereseeeecseeser 82 
Caledonian eos 110 
Glasgow and South-Western sercoeseeee, -- 
Great Eastern Ordinary Stock we 273 
Do., East Angtian Stock, No.2 .,, 7 
Great Northern 
Do., A Stock* 
Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
Great Western— Original .........0c0..seeeee 
Do., West Midland—Oxford 
Do.,do.—Newport . eee 
Lancashire and Yorkshire = 
London, Brighton, and South Coast 
London, Chatham, and Dover. 
London and North-Western 
London and South-Western 
Manchester, Sheffield, and Lin 
Metropolitan. 
Midland vévebocteecevendesbidees 
Do., Birmingham aud Derby 
North British c...cccsecseree weserenes poeses 
North London ospee 
Do., 1866 
North Staffordshire 
Scottish Central ....... evens 
South Devon ...... 
South-Eastern 
POE VD celsacivacecnseert vets 


_ D054 © a Shr 


~ © A receives no dividend until 6 per cent, has heen paid to B, 
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Money MARKET AND City INTELLIGENCE. 
Thursday Night 
The position of the money market is now one of much interest. 


| Since the late “ rebound”’ a reaction has taken place, there bas 
| been a. slight decline in prices and the markets have become 
| somewhat stagnant. 


The £5 per cent. rise in the price of stock 
which was the result of the past month naturally tempted many 
sales, and some reaction in price would of course result 


This little supply and demand 





BESRSER~ 


June 29, 1867. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. — 821 








having adjusted itself, the market has become dull to a very 
t degree. The situation is certainly a singular one. The 
accumulation of bullion in the banks of England and France has 
reached an amount which is without precedent, and everything 
indicates a plethora of capital. Of joint-stock enterprise the 
ublic are now somewhat shy, but the numerous ventures 
which are made in other commercial directions, show how much 
capital is seeking employment, and a significant corroboration 
is afforded by the high prices which land investments are fetch- 
ing. The weather too affords at present auguries of an abundant 
harvest. Everything therefore combines to produce a plethora. 
To-day, however, witnessed something of a rally in the 
prices of fhe funds, but railway and other “Company ’’ invest- 
ments continue to be viewed with extreme distrust. Very 
little has been done in Foreign Stocks and securities, and their 
movement is downward. 
Rentes 69f. lic. The bullion total of the Bank of England 
has now reached an excess of £54,546 above the highest amount 
ever reached before. 








There is a tradition amongst professors of the art and mystery 
of ringing that the celebrated Sir Matthew Hale was a ringer. 
His name however has not yet been met with in any list of 
members of the College youths (founded in 1635) or any other 
of the old ringing societies. A late recorder of Stamford was an 


expert ringer. 








ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE MART. 
June 13.—By Messrs. C.0. & T. Moone. 

Aeaschold, Helly cottage, with stabling and buildings, situate on 
Wanstead Flats, Essex; term, 24 years unexpired at £22 per annum 
—Sold for £75. 

‘Leasehold residence, No. 18, Sidney-terrace, Grove-road, Victoria-park, 
annual value £32; term, 78 years unexpired, at £4 10s. per annum— 
Sold for £315. 

Leasehold house and shop, No. 18, St. John’s-terrace, Battersea; term, 
94 years unexpired at £6 10s. per annum -So'd for £230. 

Freehold, 4 houses Nos. 39, 32, 34, and 36, Essex-street, West-street, 
Globe-road, Mile-end. let at £75 &s. per annum; also 2 Freehold 
houses, Nos. 66 and 67, Libra-road, Old Ford, let at £26 per annum 
each—Sold for £1,570. 

Leasehold house, No. 53, Turner-street, New-road, Mile-end, let at £26 
per annum ; term,40 years unexpired, at £2 5s. per annum—Sold for 


£260. 

Leashold, 2 houses, one with shop, Nos. 2 and 3, William-street, New- 
road, aforesaid; let at £38 198. per annum; 20 ‘years unexpired, at 
£12 per annum—Sold for £200, 

June 18.—By Messrs. Faresrotuer, Crarg, & Co. 

Freehold estate, situate in the parish of East Barnet, Herts, known as 
Brookhill Farm, comprising a dwelling with stabling, buildings and 
88a 2r 15p of land, leton lease at £194 per annum—Sold for £15,500. 

Leasehold house, No. 24, Grove street, Arlington-street, Camden Town, 
let at £24 per annum; term, 34 years unexpired, at £4 10s. per 
annum—Sold for £340, 

mee house, No. 130, Grove-street, let at £32 per annum—Sold for 

5425. 

Freehold ground-rents, amounting to £13 13s. per annum secured upon 
3 houses, in Grove-street—Sold for £250. 

Leasehold residence, No. 31, Woburn-square, let on lease at £115 per 
annum; term, 61 years unexpired at £28 per annum—Sold for £1,110. 

June 19,—By Messrs. Norton, Trist, Watney, & Co. 

Freehold estate, known as High Park Farm, Crauley, Surrey, compris- 
ing Farm house, buildings, gardens, orchards, cottages, and about 
112 acres of arable meadow and pasture land—Sold for £3,550. 

Leasehold Farm, known as Hog’s Hill, situate at Crawley, Sussex, con- 
sisting of a residence with garden, farm buildings, farm yards, &c., 
and about 82 acres of arable and meadow land, also4la Yr 37p of 
Forest land with cottage garden and buildings; term, about 12 years 
unexpired, at £111 10s. per annum—Sold for £620, 

June 20,—By Messrs, DenENnAM, TeEwson, & FARMER. 

Leasehold, 2 houses, Nos. 4 and 6,Myatt's-road, Camberwell New- 
road, and a residence adjoining known as Langton Lodge, Frede- 
rick-street, producing £74 per annum; term, about 90 years 
unexpired, at £12 per annum—Sold tor £510. 

hold residence, known as Elm Cottage, Upton-place, West 
Ham; term, 989} years from 1813 at £40 per annum, also the 
ground-rents, of Nos, 25 and 26, Upton-place, underleased for the 
whole term at £5 per annum each—Sold for £650. 

Freehold residence, known as Mostyn Cottage, Merton, Surrey, let 
at £30 per annum—Sold for £720. 

Freehold residence, No, 5, Cliff-terrace, Margate, let at £35 por 
annum—Sold for £735. 

Leasehold, id » Nos. 79 and 80, Addison-road, Kensington ; 
term, 84 years unexpired, at £50 per annum—Sold for £4,530, 

By Messrs. BEADEL. 

Freehold, 6 houses and premises, situate fronting the High-street, 
Epping, Essex, producing £41 13s. per annum—Sold for £680. 

Freehold, 4 plots of building land, situate opposite Epping-common 
—Sold for £550. 

Freehold estate, known as Merryloot’s Farm, Mucking, Essex, com- 
prising a house, buildings, cottage and 105a Ir 18p of arable and 
pasture land—Sold for £5,600. 

Freehold estate, known as Lenthorp’s Farm, Wennington, Essex, 
| ona “yoy 43a Ir 17p of arable land, let at £100 per annum—Sold 

400. 

Freehold estate, known as Gresley Hall, Church-Gresley, Derbyshire, 
comprising farm-house buildings, and 143a 3r 29p of arable mea- 
dow and pasture land, let at £205 4s, per annum—Sold for £7,000, 








Freehold estate, known as South Field Farm, Scalford, Leicestershire, 
comprising farm-house, premises, buildings, and 9la 2r 2lp of 
arable and grass land, let at £140 per annum—Sold for £4,620. 

Freehold estate known as Rushland’s and Whittle’s Farms, situate ad- 
adjoining the village of Claxton, in the Vale of Belvoir, Leicestershire, 
comprising a house, shop, farm premises, buildings, and 134a Or 23p 
of arable and pasture land ; let at £195 per annum—Sold for £7,100. 

Freehold estate, known as Stock Hill Farm, in the parish of Burton Joyce, 
Nottingham, comprising a residence, firm, homestead, buildings, and 
35a Or 7p of arable and grass land; let at £50 per annum—Sold for 
£1,570, 

‘ By Mr. Drawsripae. 

Freehold estate, comprising Upper and Lower Sheriff and Burton-bridge 
Farms, situate in the parish of West Houthley, Sussex, with farm- 
houses, buildings, and 260a Ir 14p of arable, meadow, pasture, and 
woodland, producing £267 10s. per annum—Sold for £6,000, 

Freehold property, known as the Birchetts, Singfield, Sussex, comprising 
48a Ir 6p of arable, pasture, and woodland —Sold for £2,050, 

By Messrs. Dowsetr & CHaTTELL. 

Freehold parcel of building land, situate at the corner of Lismore-circus, 
Camden-town—Sold for £3,010. 

June 21.—By Messrs. Dantet Sutra, Son, & Oak.er. 

Freehold property, comprising the Royal Hotel, with stabling, the 
the Harbour Inn, and the laundry ground, with garden, situate at 
Lowestoft, Suffolk—Sold for £10,000. 

Freahold estate, situate in the parishes of Reculver and Chislett, 
Kent, comprising a residence, with garden and o cottage 
and 28a Ir 39p of arable land—Sold for £2,100. 

By Messrs. Driver & Co. 

Freehold, 3a 3r 7p of building land, situate at Leytonstone, Essex— 
Sold for £1,050. 

Freehold, 6a Or 33p of building land, situate at Leytonstone, Essex— 
Sold for £1,720, 

— 7a 2r 27p of building land situate as above—Sold for 

2,350, 
By Messrs. FarEBRoTHER, Lre, & WHEELER. 

Freehold and part Copyhold, arable field known as Middle Broyle 
Pbngy 4 apemet, Sussex, producing £25 183s. 4d, per annum—Sold 

‘or le 

Freehold, about 567 acres of arable pasture, hop and wood land, 
situate in the parishes of Elchingham and Burwash, Sussex, with 
farms, buildings, &c., rental and annual value £411 per annum— 
Sold for£15,550. 

Freehold house, premises, garden, and stabling, situate at Buswash, Sus- 
sex, annual value £28—Sold for £700. 

Freehold house, premises, and garden, situate as above; let at £10 per 
annum—Sold for £470. 

Freehold, 4a Or 32p of meadow land, situate as above, annual value £12 
—Sold for £380. 

Copyhold estate, known as Storer’s Farm, West Linden, Ticehurst, Sus- 
sex, comprising house buildings, and about 29 acres of meadow, arable, 
and hop land ; let at £25 per annumi—Sold for £1,110 

Freehold rectorial tithes, commuted at: £44 4s., arising from 306 acres 
of land in the parish of Ticehurst, Sussex —Sold for £550. 

Leasehold rectorial tithes, commuted at £457 13s. 4d., arising from 
lands and tenements situate as above, also the rent from the pectorial 
glebe land (24a Ir 28p) called the Vicarage Farm; let at £30 per 
annum ; term, 10 years unexpired—Sold for £1,580. 

Freehold rent-charge of £2 12s. per annum, charged upon and payable 
out of the vicarage of Ringmer, Sussex —Sold for £46. 

By Messrs. Scopett & JENKINSON. 

L hold, 2 resid . situate in Slaithwaite-road, Lewisham ; let at 
£55 per annum each; term, 99 years from 1860, at £5 each per 
annum—Sold for £1,110. 

June 25.—By Messrs. Desennam, Tewson, & FARMER. 

Freehold plot of building land, fronting Kingswood-cresceut, Bromley, 
Kent, containing 2a Or 22p—Sold for £770. 

Frechold Residential Estate, known as Birchington hall, situate in the 
parish of Birchington, Kent, comprising a mansios, with gardens and 
grounds, in all 40a 3r 10p—Sold for £3,060. 

By Messrs. Green & Son. 

Freehold and Copyhold residence, with grounds of about 14 acres and 8 
acres of meadow land situate in Friern Barnet-lane, Colney Hatch— 
Sold for £4,150. 

By Messrs, Fargprorarr, Ciarx, & Co, 

Freehold estate, situate in the parish of West Monkton, Somerset, and 
known as Upper Sidbrook-farm, comprising a cottage, with buildings, 
and 48a Or 22p of arable and pasture land—Sold for £2,600. 

By Messrs. Broap, Prircwarp, & WILTSHIRE. 

Freehold, 3 residences, Nos, 5 to 7, Sutherland-villas, Selhurst-road, Croy- 

don, producing £146 per annum—Sold for £1,500. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS, 
BAXTER—On June 22, at The Oaks, Hampstead, the wife of R, Dudley 
Baxter, Esq., of a son. 
EVANS - On June 23, at Hill-street, Haverfordwest, the wife of Eaton 
Evans, Esq., Solicitor, of a son, 
HARTLEY—0On June 23, at Staveley Rectory, Yorkshire, the wife of 
Joseph Hartloy, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of the Inner Temple, of a 


son. 

HORTON—On June 14, at the Oaklands, Bromsgrove, the wife of John 
Robeson Horton, Esq., Solicitor, of a son. 

JEVONS—On June 21, at No. 1, Cavendish-terrace, Prince’s-park, 
Liverpool, the wife of Frederick Jevons, Esq., of a son. 

MARRIAGE. 

STEPHEN —THACKERAY — On June 19, at Onslow-square, Brompton, 
Leslie Stephen, Esq., of the Inner ae. son of the late Sir James 
Stephen, K.O.B., to Harriet Marion, daughter of the late W. M. 
Thackeray, Esq. 

DEATHS. 


ADAMS—0On March 31, at Hobart-town, Tasmania, Mathilde Adelaide, 
wife of Robert Patten Adams, Esq., Barrister-av-Law, 
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BRIGGS—On June 25, aged 81, Thomas Briggs, Esq., of 2, Arlington- 
street, and 55, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

DAVIS—On June 24, Catherine Sutherland, wife of Walter Hamilton 

Davi, fade Solicitor, of No. 10, Golden-square, Regent-street, 


FERGUSSON—On June 22, at 2, Bloomfield-villas, Richmond, Surrey, 

oe William Fergusson, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of the Inner 
‘em 

SANDS—On June 18, at Windsor, William S. Sands, Esq., Barrister- 
at Law, of Sunderland-villa, Westbourne-park, London, aged 57. 

SANDYS—On June 20, at ) Bayt William George Sandys, Esgq., Solicitor, 
of C b and Falkner-square, Liverpool, aged 40. 

STEPHEN—On June 22, “at 77, Gloucester-place, Hyde-park, voslie 

Henry, infant son of James FitzJames Stephen, Esq , Barrister-at- 


STEPHENSON—On June 19, at his residence, Portland-house, Sheer- 
ness, Henry Simpson Stephenson, Esq., Solicitor, aged 43. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


GM (nding-up of Joint Stock Companies, 
Fripay, June 21, 1867. 
Limitgp In CHANCERY. 

Gale’s Protected Gunpowder Company (Limited).—Petition to stay 
all further proceedings in the affairs of Gale’s Protected Gunpowder 
Company (Limited), upon the terms and subject to the conditions 
that the said Company he wound up voluntarily, under the super- 
vision of the Court, and that the Honourable Henry William Petre 
and Charles Fitch Kemp be continued as liquidators. Presented 
June 13, directed to be heard before the Master of the Rolls on June 
29. Howard & Co, Paternoster-row, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Hudiksvall Steam Sawing Mill Company (Limited).—Petition for 
— up, presented June 18, directed to be heard before Vice 
Chancellor Malins on July 5. Druce & Co, Billiter sq, solicitors for 
the petitioners. 

South of France Wine Growing Districts Company (Limited). —Petition 
for winding up, presented June 19, directed to be heard before the 
Master of the Rolls on June 29. Ewbank & Partington, South- 
square, Gray’s-inn, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Toespay, June 25, 1867, 
LimttED In CHANCERY. 

Tyddyn Sheffrey Slate Quarry Company (Limited).—Petition for 
winding up, presented June 21, directed to be heard before Vice- 
Chancellor Malins on July 5, Jaquet, South-st, Finsbury-sq, solicitor 
for the petitioners. 

West London Wharves and Warehouses Company (Limited).—By an 
order made by the Master of the Rolls, dated June 15, it was ordered 
that the voluntary winding up of the above company be continued. 
Tilleard & Co, Old Jewry, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Palais d’Auteuil Company (Limited).—By an order made by Vice- 
Chancellor Wood, dated June 15, it was ordered that the above 
company be wound up. Hathaway & Andrews, Bedford-row, Hol- 
born, solicitors for the petitioner. 

Manchester Queensland Cotton Company (Limited).—By an order 
made by Vice-Chancellor Wood, dated June }5, it was ordered that 
the above company be wound up. Waltons & Bubb, Bucklersbury, 
solicitors for the petitioners. 

Liantrissant Iron and Coal Company (Limited) —The Master of the 
Rolls has, by an order dated June 13, appointed Edmund Pullein, 
Allhallows-chambers, Lombard-st, to be official liquidator. 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Togspay, June 25, 1867. 
Female Friendly Society, Horse Shoes Inn, Alfreton, Derby. June 18. 
rae Friendly Society, Parochial School, Weaverham, Chester. 
une 
a4 Matual Friendly Society, Prince of Wales Inn, Ryde, Isle of 
Wight. June 19, 
St. George’s Church and School Friendly Society, St. George’s School, 
Oldham-road, Manchester. June 19. 
— Union Friendly Society, Anchor Inn, Ugborough, Devon. 


une 17, 
United Sisters, White Horse Inn, Bow. June 22. 


Creditors under Estates tn Pdancerp 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fatpay, June 2!, 1867. 
Clerihew, Alexander, Bunhill-row, Manufacturing Joiner. 
Clerihew v Clerihew, V. C. Stuart. 
De Crespigny, Heaton oe og ge Victoria, Gold Miner. 
Dec 2. De Crespigny » Kearns, M 
og —— , Chislehurst, Kent, Builder. * Jaly 22. 
tua 
sy John ‘Hdderstt, York, Soap Dealer. July 16. Hall» Booth, 
Fowell, ol, "Milverton, Somerset, Surgeon. 


July 19. 
Fowell, 
Golden, Frances, Kingston-upon-Hull, Spinster. July 20. 
Rushworth, V. C.S 
Howard, Francis Chas, Linton, Cambridge, Surgeon. 
Howard » Howard, M. R. 
Imbrie, John Wm Taylor, West Strand, Fishmonger. 
Imbrie # Giles, M. R 
, Eidsvold, Norway. July 20. 
father, V. C. ood. 


Landreth, Oliver, Sheffield, York, Colteser of Inland Revenue. July 
13. Landreth » Landreth, V. C. Malin: 
Snider, Jacod, jun, Una Villas, Oxford. ny Kilburn. Sept 2. Snider v 
Snider, V . C. Malins. 
Tuespay, Jane 25, 1867. 
Alsager, Thos —_ — House, Tulse-hill, Esq. 
Powell » Ejgood, M 
a gy A Mordaun: ay ‘Martin, Exeter,Gent, July 20, 


July 12, 


Manning v Dyer, 


Bailey 9 
Jackson v 
July 14. 
July 16. 


Wilson v Penne- 


July 1. 
In re Byne, 
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Moates, Wm, Lothbury, Accountant. Tomlin 0 Moates 


July 10. 
V. C. Malins 
Ricketts, Geo Hattfield, Clareriont House, ee Footcare 
rd, Coach Maker. July 31. Smith ¢ Ricketts, V. C.$ t. 
Robson, Matthew Benj, Sunderland; Durham. July 11. Buck © Rob. 
son, V. C, Wood, 
Tate, Isaac, Leeds, Agent. July 15. Tate ¢ Fletcher, V. C, Malins, 
Thomas, Micah, Abergavenny, ts oetsemuand Minister. July 20, 
Williams v Conway, V.C. Stuar 
Tiny, J Jas, Church-st, PB bee wonsel July 23. Lawson © Racing, 
Warder, Alf Wm, Brighton, Sussex, Dector. July 20. Gunning » 
unning, 
Wilson, Rd Chas, Stranraer-place, Maida-hill, Winé Merchant. July 
30. Wilson » Wilson, V.C. Stuart. 


Treditors under 22 & 23 Wict. cay. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Faipay, June 21, 1867. 

Adams, Martha, Sheffield, Spinster. Oct 1. Watson & Wadsworth 
Nottingham. 

Benham, Geo Spencer, Upper Barnsbury-st, Islington, Esq. July a 
Edwards & Co, Ely-pl, Holborn 

be ees Highbury-pl, Wine Merchant. Aug 7. Crump, Fen 
church: st. 

Brooks, Thos, Stock-park, Lancaster, Esq. July 21. Walters & Qo, 
Lincoln’ 's-inn-fields. 

= Saml, Burley, York, Solicitor. Oct 1. Dibb & Atkinson, 

Lee’ 

Gilpin, Wm, Palewell-lodge, East Sheen, Esq. Aug 17. Fisher, Merchant 
Taylors’-! -hall. 

Harris, Wm, Walbrook, Stafford, Butcher. 
Bilston. 

Hookham, Thos, Princes Risborough, Buckingham. Aug 31. Brooke 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 

a, Rosetta, Sedgley, Stafford, Widow. July 20, Waterhouse 

ilston. 

Rowe, Samuel, Nursted-house, nr Petersfield, Southampton, Esq. Aug 
1. Helps & Co, Chester. 

Miesp,, dened, Leeds, Comb Manufacturer. July 25. Thackerah, 


Sparrow, Chas Fredc, Wolverhampton, Solicitor. Aug. Flewker, 
Wolverhampton. 

Taylor, Matilda Abigail, Heston-cottage, New Heston, Widow. July 
19, Whidborne & Tozer, T'eigninouth. 

Testar, Matilda, Boulogne-sur-Mer, France. Aug 2. Sole & ©, 
Aldermanbury. 

Thornton, Geo Smith, Marden-hill, Hertford, Esq. Oct 1. 
Co, New-sq, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Tompson, Chas Augustus Jas, Sedgley, Stafford, Surgeon. July 2, 
Waterhouse, Bilston. 

Tucker, Richd Grant, Lenton, Nottingham, Starch Manufacturers, 
Oct 1. Watson & Wadsworth, Nottingham. 

Watson, Jas, Denham, Buckingham, Miller, Aug 20. Brown & God 
win, Finsbury-pl. 


Aug 1. Waterhouse, 


Domville& 


TuEspay June 25, 1867, 
Alger, aad Speller, Slough, Bucks, Surgeon. 


July 24. Barrett, 
achfonl | John, Gloucester cottage, Gloucester-gate, Regent’s-pk, Es, 
Aug 24, Rye, Golden-sq. 
Awbrey, Eliz a Hereford, Spinster. Sept 1, Bodenham & 
James, egg 
Barnard, Thos, Pulborough, Sussex,.Yeoman. July 24. Faithfull, 
Brighton. 
Drake, John Dean, Rock Ferry, Chester, Merchant’s Clerk. Aug] 
Bellringer, Lpool. 
Gill, Geo Stephenson, Hindon, Durham, Farmer. Aug 6. Watson, 
Barnard Castle. 
Greenfield, Jas, Cotswold Grange, nr Cheltenham, Esq. Aug 2, 
Annes'ey, Lincolin’s-inn-fields, 
Humpage, John, Clifton, Bristol, Surgeon. Aug 31. Harwood, 
ristol. 
— re Coundon, Durham, Gent. July 20. Thornton, Bishop 
uc! 
Maria, Luis Ysac Santa, Lpool, Merchant. Aug 12. Samuell, Lpodl. 
Pearman, Danl Geo, Bermuda, West Indies, Mariner. Aug7. Fa 
Rotherbam. 
Price, Wm, Chicago, North America, Chemist. July 31. Davies, 
Haverfordwest. 
Rhys. Thos, Calcutta, East Indies, Surgeon. Nov 1. Winter & Co, 
Bedford-row, 
Shakespear, John Dowdeswell, St Leonard’s-on-Sea, Sussex, Lieut 
Col. Aug. Booty & Butt, Raymond- -bdgs, gray "s-inn. 
Sharp, Wm, Leeds, Insurance Clerk. Sept 1. North & ens, 5 Leeds. 
Smith, Rebecca, Clewer, Berks, Widow. July 31. Phillips, W! 
Towers, John, Bristol, Gent. Aug 22. Bush, Bristol, 
Turner, Richd, Horsham, Sussex, Gent. July 31. Sadler, Horsham. 
ig = el Ann, Gilmorton, Leicester, Widow. Aug 1. Owstody 
iceste 
— Joba Hy, Trowbridge, Wilts, Esq. Aug 16. Webber, Trow- 
White-T Jas, Little Canfield, Essex, Farmer. July 23 Wade, Dunmow 
Deeds registered pursuant to Bankruptey Act, 1861. 
Frrpay, June 14, 1867, 
Atkins, Thos, & Hy Wm Atkins, Birm, Brassfounders, May 18, Comp: 
Reg June 20, 
Baker, Wm Beckley, Bishop’ s-rd, Bayswater, Auctioneer, June % 
Comp. Reg June 2 
Barnes, Chas, Pembridge-ie, Bayswater, Licensed Victualler. 
June 12, Comp. y= 
Bones, a Weston, bach “Milkman, June 18, Asst. Reg 
Jun 
blowers, Dan, » Maldon, Essex, Pork Butcher, May 23, Comp. Reg 
ne | 
Bonner, Fredk Benj, Newell’s-bdgs, Liv l-rd, Islington, Beerahoy 
Keeper. June 19, Comp. Reg J 1 


2 Pf FF FP Se ee ss 


? 2 


3 
} re om 





Jane 29, 1867. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 


823 








a 
Chas, Chicksand-st, Whitechapel, Stationer. 

Asst. June 
meee, Win Hornenie, Lincoln, Plumber. 


k, Birm, Beer Retailer. June1l. Comp. 
me a Stanhope-rd, Finchley-common, Builder. 


May 20. 
Asst. Reg 


Reg June 20. 
May 25. Comp. 


June 3. Asst, 


June 3, 


une 20. 
pa Jo John, Llangwstenin, Carnarvon, Shopkeeper. 


‘une 21. 

pethew Wm, Bath, Baker. June8. Asst. Reg June 20. 

Dunn, Wm Geo, = Hackney, Soap Manufacturer. May 24, 
Comp. Reg June 

Everrett, ~~ Arta, Bedingham, Norfolk, 

om) une 

ein & Jas Sewell Edmondson, Lancaster, Painters. May 30, 
Asst. Reg June 20. 

Giles, ‘wm, Tenbury, Worcester, Maltster. May 20. Asst. Reg 


no business. June 1. 


June 17. 
Giubelei, Theodore Maine, Little Argyle-st, Regent-st, no occupation, 
June 17. Comp. Reg June 18. 
Edwd berg Hulme, nr Manch, Beer Retailer. June 10. 
Comp. Reg June 
Benj, Mile-end-rd, Middx, Builder. June 20. Comp. Reg 


June 
omer; . Hy Wm, Lpool, Licensed Victualler. May 22, Asst. Reg 


Green, om, Joseph, Braunstone, Leicester. May 29. Asst. Reg June 2), 
a al Wm, Northampton, Ironmonger, June 15. Comp. Reg 


oul, Jules Jean Louis, Lp gran Clerkenwell, Watchmaker, 
May :. an Reg June 
Balgd, vid, Batley, York, ol Merchant. May 29. Comp, Reg 


wal Thos, Hulme, nr Manch, Tailor. May 30. Comp. Reg June 20, 

Hirst, John, & Oliver ay a York, Woollen Manufacturers. 
June 8. Comp. Reg 

Hiscox, Martin Joseph Stock wsti-st, Greenwich, Draper. 
Asst. Reg June 19, 

Holmes, Haywood, Sheerness, Kent, Grocer. May 21. Asst. Reg June |8, 

Hornby, Robt, Lythwood-hall, Condover, Salop, Clerk. June 3. Asst, 


Reg June 20. 
Ingham, Richd, Oswaldtwistle, Lancaster. May 23. QOonv. Ror 
May 23, Asst. 


June 3, 


une 19, 
sagkon, Wo Wm, hemcunetes Suffolk, Fancy Toy Dealer. 


Jn ich, George-lane, Eastcheap, Carpenter. May 28, Comp. 
—— | Wm, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Shopkeeper. June ll. Asst. 
une 
Marina dale, John, St Helen's, Lancaster, Joiner. 
e 20, 
Masters, Wm, Little a Store-st, Bedford-sq, Cab Proprietor. 
June 12. Asst. Reg June 18, 
ee png de Charlotte- ot Blackfriars-rd, Baker, June 4, Comp. 


une 

Moule, Wm Thos, New See ie, Charlton, Comm Agent. 
Il. Comp. Reg Jun 

pir Jas, y Eady "Wimbledon, Milliner. June 11. Comp. 


: py jun, & P Dives Jelley, Worcester, Cabinetmakers. May 

; g Jun 

7, = Bicester, Oxford, Schoolmaster. May 21. 

Fa ay ‘hicha, Harris, Ross, Hereford, Butcher. June 13. Asst- 
Reg June 2!. 

vn J Albert, Birm, Beerhouse Keeper. May 21, Asst. Reg 
une } 

Phillips, ht sea rae Watson, Birm, Tool Manufacturer, June 
14, Comp. Reg Juni 

sip he Jas, Sculthorpe, Norfolk, Grocer, Reg 
lune 2 

Rees, Rees, sen, net Tydfil, Glamorgan, Shoemaker. May 25. 

June 15. 
Comp. Reg June 

ae, | Geo, Bristol, Market Gardener. June 17. Asst. Reg 

=. Cuthbert, Strood, Kent, Engineer. 
Reg June 19. 

Sawney, Wa. Beverley, York, “eae Implement Maker, May 
31. Comp. Asst. Reg June 20, 


Comp. Reg Jun 
bay to Joseph, & Beaj Peat, Pudsey, York, Extractors, 

ae May 80. Comp. Reg 
Sanderson, ™_ Manch, Trimming Merchant. May 32. 
— Pan Budworth, ioioonae for Debt, London. May 23, Comp 
une 


May 25. Comp. 


June 


Comp. Reg 


June 17. Comp. 


Comp. 


Reg June 19. 
as Joseph, Westminster-ch 
Janell. Comp. Reg June 30. 


yn Chas Vivian, Haverfordwest, Grocer. June7. Comp, Reg 


8s, Westminster, 





Todd,” Wm, Honghton-lo-fgeing. Durham, Blacksmith, May 22, 
tw, aA = Chandelier Manufacturer. 
Watney, omy, ny ahi Lancaster, Shopkeeper. June 11. 
Wale, ‘ohn, Aberdare, Glamorgan, Draper. May 21. 
oo John, High-st, Deptford, Cheesemonger. June 14. Comp 

ey, Hart-st, Wood-st, Warehouseman. June 10. Comp 


ne 
wii Ba Edwin, Sheffield, Hatter. Jnne6, Comp, Reg June 21, 
pie, joseph, jun, Lpool, Merchant. June 15, Comp. Reg 


Wiggum, Cross-st, Islington, Fruiterer, June 11, Comp, Reg 


May 7. Comp. Reg 


Comp. Reg 





bec ~y jeuoh, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Grocer. May 23. Asst. Reg 
une 20. 
TuEspAyx, June 25, 1867. 

Alcock, Chas John. & Saml Drewell Alcock, ao, Cabinet Case 
Manufacturers. June it, Asst. Reg June 2 

Allsop, Thos paw’, Fulham-road, Brompton, Blind Maker. June 8, 
Asst, Reg June 2 

Ashton, Geo Freak, “Patricroft, Lancaster, Comm Agent. May 28, 

mp. Reg June 25. 

Atkin, Robt Edwd, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Comm Agent. June 17, 
Comp. Reg June 21. 

Baker, Hy John, Brompton-road, Pawnbroker. May 28. Asst. Reg 
June 22. 

= John, Little Tower-st, Wine Merchant. June 21. Comp. 

gJ 21. 

—,, “Sat South Barrow, Somerset, Butcher. June 13. Comp. 
Reg Jun 

a ay, Mitre-st, Aldgate, General Dealer. June t4. Comp. 
Reg June 2 

Bradbury, win, Marsden, York, Woollen Manufacturer. May 31. 


Asst. Reg J une 24. 

Bre . John, 5 rt, Lancaster, Boarding-house Keeper. May 
27. Comp. Reg oe 24, 

Broadhurst, Geo Chas, Manch, Grocer. May 3!. Asst. Reg June 22. 

— Smith-st, Mile End-road, Credit Draper. June 3. Comp. 
Reg Jun 

Buckland, Arthur ‘Hy, Kington St. Michael, Wilts, Malster, May 27. 
Asst, Reg June 2), 

Carter, Wm Hy, and Thos Ellerly, Kiageton-ypop Hie, Wine Mer- 
chants. June5. Asst. Reg June 2 

Gusseh, Hy, Liskeard, Cornwall, Builder. Comp. Reg 
June 

Cane i Gloucester, Common Brewer. Asst. Rog 

6 24, 

Cook, “Cornelius John, Ware, Hertford, Publican. Comp. 

Reg June 
TZ; don “Strond, Gloucester, Innkeeper. May 28. Comp. Reg 

June 2 

onan “Robt, York, Innkeeper. May 27. 

Dain, Leopold, ‘stamford, Lincoln, Chemist. 
June 21. 

Davies, Philip Lewis, Neyland, Pembroke, Tailor. 
Reg June 2 

Davies, pty Liangollen, Denbigh, Licensed Victualler. June 3, 
Asst. Reg June 2' 

Dennis, Sarah, Feiesit, Isle of Wight, Schoolmistress. June 22. 
Comp. Reg June 24. 

Dibble, John, Barnstaple, + am Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. 
June6. Asst, Reg June 2 

Dobson, Geo, Morpeth, Morthasaberlené Tailor. June 15, Asst, 

June 12, 





June 3, 
June 19, 
June 15, 


Comp. Reg June 24. 
May 24. Asst. Reg 


June 19. Comp. 


Reg June 22. 

Doleman, Francis, jun, Leicester, Licensed Victualler. 
Comp. Reg June 24. 

Dyson, John, & Geo Walter aes Sheffield, Steel Rollers. 
Inspectorship, Reg June 22. 

Edginton, Edwin Thos, King’ spl, _ Snes East, Business 
Agert. June 13. Comp. Reg 21. 

England, veaey, Cheltenham, Gann. Publican. May 29, Asst. 

J 4 


Reg June 

Evans, Wm, Newport, Monmouth, Tailor. May 31. Asst, Reg 
June 24, 

Evans, David, & John Evans, Falmouth, Cornwall, Outfitters. June 4. 
Asst. Reg June 24. 

—, John, Old-st-rd, Brass Finisher. Comp. Reg 
June 

Fornacon, Ferdinand, & John Alfred Hail, ba nee | Monmouth, Ship 
Chandlers. May 21. Inspectorship. Reg June 2 

Foxcroft, Wm, Leeds, Plumber. May 30. Comp. Rog June 24. 

Galland. Hy, Westminster-bridge-rd, Coachbuilder. May 31. Comp. 


Reg June 24. 
Gum. Chas Jones, Lpool, Nautical Instrument Maker. June 8. Comp. 


Reg June 24, 
Groves, im Sunderland, Durham, Tailor. May 30. Asst. Reg 
June 2 
Hibbitts, Julia, Lpool, General Dealer, May 28, Asst. Reg Jane 24. 
Higgins, Wm Muchall, Abbots Bromley, Stafford, Surgeon. June 10. 


a Reg June 21. 

Leak, Benj, Leeds, Plumber. June6, Asst. Reg Juni 

Lilley, Robt Jas, Woburn, Bedford, Confectioner. Say 3 %. "Asst. Reg 
June 21. 


Linger, Wm Joseph, North Crawley, Buckingham, Farmer. June 5. 
Comp. Reg June 21. 
Linton, Hy, Benwell-rd, Holloway-rd, Stationer. May 24. Comp. Reg 


June 21. 

Linwood, John Hy, Manch, Provision Dealer. May 29. Comp. Rog 
June 25, 

Mann, foosmh Norman, High-st, Bromley, Grocer. June 17. Comp. 
Reg June 24. 

Mitchell, Joseph Wm, Richd Aspinall, & Richd Somerville Cumming, 
Gt Tower-st, Tea Brokers. June 4. Inspectorship. Reg June 21. 


Newton, Wm. Waterloo-ville, Southampton, Grocer. June 21. Comp 
Reg June 24. 

Oldham, Thos, Frithvill, Lincoln, Farmer. May 25. Asst. Reg 
June 21, 

Peart, Jas, Birm, Printer. May 29. Asst, Reg June 25, 

Pennington, Wm, Runcorn, Chester, Bricklayer. June 21. 


Comp. 
Reg June 25. 
Phillips, Jas, Llanion, Pembroke, Butcher, June 3. Comp. Reg 


June 25, 

Roberts, Robt, Tranmere, Chester, Joiner. June 13, Comp. Reg 
June 

Robinson, Hy Kingston-upon-Hull, Boat Builder. May 28. Comp 
1. 

schetiald: John Albiston, Manch, Manufacturer. Jane 4. Comp. 
Reg June 24. 


Schulze, Albert, Borers. Kennington, Artist in Philosophy. Jane 
20, Comp. Reg June 2 


Jane 3.- 


June 5, 
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Scott, Robt, Doncaster, iYork, Shoemaker. June 17, Asst. Reg | peller, Wm Hy, Brixham, Devon, Baker. Pet Junel7, Totnes 
June 25. a 7 July 2at 12, Nelson, Brixham. A 
Sechof, Chas, Sun-street, Bishopsgate, Picture Frame Maker. June | Downward, Herbert Chas, Ulverston, Lancaster, Painter. Pet June 


19. Comp. Reg June 21, 
nr, = Hyde, Chester, out of business, June 18, Comp. 


une 
Smit! + pe Salford, Lancaster, Iron Founder. May 28. Asst. Reg 
une 22. 
— ye Wolverhampton, Stafford, Hosier. June 5. Asst. 
e 22. 
Sparke, Joseph, Crook, Durham, Clog Manufacturer, May 25. Comp. 
Reg June 21. 


Stewart, Andrew, Lpool, Merchant. June 19, Asst. Reg June 24. 

Taylor, Edward Brown, Douglas-rd, Canonbury, out of business. June 
19. Cemp. Reg June 22. 

Tunstall, John Willoughby, Pendleton, Lancaster, Clogger. May 30, 
Asst. Reg June 24. 

Wagstaff, Alfred, St. Weonard’s, Hereford, out of business. May 29, 
Comp. Reg June 22. 

Webster, F; » Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. Asst. 
Reg June 24. A 

ae, Augustus, Tooley-st, Southwark, Builder. May 27. Asst. 

g June 22. 
Wolstencroft, Joseph, Chadderton, Lancaster, Bleacher, June 3, Comp. 


Reg June 24 
Bankrupts. 

Farpay, June 21, 1867, 
To Surrender in London. 
Bartlett, Jas, Whitford-lane, Upper Mitcham, Baker. 
July 9at 11. Chipperfield, Trinity-st, Southwark. : 
Beer, Wm John, Raglan-rd, Plumstead, Journeyman Joiner. Pet 

June 19, July9atil. Buchanan, Basinghall-st. 
Calver, Aug, Walthamstow, Essex,Grocer. Pet June 18. July 4at 2. 
Stackpoole, Pinner’s-hall. 


June 10, 


Pet June 19, 


Carter, Wm Jas, Plaistow, Essex, Victualler. Pet Junel8s. July 2 
at 2. Dewey, Mark-lane, Fenchureh-st. 
Cawston, F Barrell, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet June 18. 


July 4at1l. Pope, Winchester House, Old Broad-street. 

English, William Woolgar, Shoreham, Sussex, Coal Merchant. Pet 
June 17. July 2at!. Linklaters & Co, Walbrook. 
Forster, Joseph, Cheapside, Silk Agent. Pet June 18. 

Tyrrell, Gray’s-inn-square. 

Geary, Chas, Audenham-ter, St. Pancras-rd, Tutor, 
July 4 at 1. Hodgson, Arbour-st, Stepney. 

George. John, Huntley-st, Bedford-square, Cab Proprietor. Pet June 
17, Julysat1l2. Ablett, Cambridge-ter, Hyde-park. 

Gibbs, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Petworth. Pet June 17. July 4 at 12, 
Palmer & Co, Bedford-row. 

Haselton, Thos Walter, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet June 15 (for 
pau). July 8at12. Hicks, Basinghall-st. 

ay gees de, Prisoner for Debt, Springfield. Adj June 15. 

at 2. 

House, Ebenezer, Triangle, Hackney, Banker’s Clerk. Pet June 18. 
July 2at2. Clarke, Lothbury. 

Hubbell, Theodore Byron, New North-rd, Islington, out of business. 
Pet June 13. July 10 at12. Drew & Co, Fore-st. 

King, Thos Richards, Yonge-pk, Holloway, Teacher of Drawing. Pet 
June 19, July9atil. Briant, Winchester-house, Old Broad-st, 

Lundy, Louis Fras, Feltham, Surgeon. Pet June 19. July 4 at2. 
Whitty, Essex-st, Strand. 

Oughterson, Jas, Bentinck-st, Manchester-sq, Merchant. 
18, July 8 at t. Linklaters & Co, Walbrook. 

Parker, Arthur, Portabello-rd, Notting-hill, Cheesemonger. Pet June 
19. July4at ll. Ody, Trinity-st, Southwark. 

Patching, Wm, Faversham, Kent, Baker. Pet June 15. July 8 at 11. 
Giraud, Faversham. 

Phipp, Jas, Clark-st, Stepney, Stevedore. PetJune 19. July 9 at 12. 
Buchanan, Basinghall-st. 

Priest, Wm, Upper Richmond-rd, Putney, Bootmaker. Pet June 17. 
July 4at 1. Croft, Montpelier-row, South Lambeth. 

ny, Thos Jas, Prisoner for Debt, Springfield. Adj June 15. 

ly 8atl. 

Rayner, Thos Wm, Old Gravel-lane, St George’s East, Plumber. Pet 
June 15, July4ati. Langton, Walbrook-house. Walbrook, 

Rice, Wm, Woolston, Hants, Florist. Pet June 17. July 8 at 12, 
Stocken & Jupp, Leadenhall-st. 

Schucht, John Hy, & John Adam Schonewald, Store-st, Bedford-sq, 
Pianoforte Makers. Pet June 19. July 9at 12. Lumley & Lumley, 
Old Jewry-chambers. 

Springett, Joseph, Foster’s-buildings, Upper Whitecross-st, Publican. 
Pet June 19, July 2at2. Nokes & Co, Finch-lane. 

Undermark, Edmd Chas, & Chas Undermark, Cranbournest, Leicester- 
ve. a corr Pet June 19. July 9 at 11. Kerby, London- 


wall, 

Watt, Alex, Gt St Helen’s, General Agent. Pet June 12, July 4at 11, 
Peddall, Basinghall-st. 

Wiebkin, Saml, Hamble-mews, Stepney, Cab Proprietor. Pet June 17. 
July 4 at 2. Wright, Bloomsbury-sq. 

Yerby, Edwd, Bushey, Herts, Hay Dealer. Pet June17. July 2 at 1. 
Johnson, High-st, Marylebone. 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Allen, Hy Watts, Chatham, Kent, Journeyman Joiner. 

Rochester. July 2.at2. Hayward, Rochester. 


July 2 at 2, 


Pet June 19. 


July 


Pet June 


Pet June 19, 


Alexander, Fredk, Longparish, Southampton, Shopkeeper. Pet June 
18, Andover, July 3at12. Loscombe, Andover. 
Baldwin, Hy, Ipswich, Snffolk, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet June 18, 


Ipswich, July 2 at 11. Pollard, Ipswich. 

Bonell, Joseph Vincent, Birm, Dealer in Ales. 
July 12 at 10. Duke, Birm. 

Cook, John, Church Gresley, Derby, Labourer. Pet June 14. Burton- 
on-Trent. July 4at 11. Wilson, Burton. 

Coombs, Wm, Frome, Selwood, Somerset, Baker. Pet June 18. 
Frome, July 6 at 10. Ames, Frome. 

Cowan, Geo, Middlesborough, York, Provision Dealer's Assistant. 
Pet June 17. Leeds, July 4 at 11. Mason, York. 

Critchlow, Benard, Hulme, Manch,Grocer. Pet June!7, Salford, 
July Gat 9.30, Stringer, Manch, 


Pet June 18, Birm, 








15, Ulverston, July 1 at 10. Poole, Ulverston. 

Duke, Esau, Brighton, Sussex, Tea Dealer. Pet June 15. Brighton, 
July 3at1l. Runnacles, Brighton. 

Dunn, Geo, Burton-on-Trent, Stafford, Shopkeeper. Pet June 1, 
Burton-on-Trent, July 4 at 11. Leech, Derby. 

Eggett, Jas, Lyng, Norfolk, Blacksmith, Pet June 14, East Dereham, 
July 3atli. Saunders, East Dereham. 

Fitzgerald, Hy, & Sarah Ann Perry, Clifton, Bristol, Berlin Wog 
Dealers. Pet June 19. Bristol, July 3at 11. Pigeon, Bristol, 

Gill, Sam!, Sheffield, Cutler. Pet June 19, Leeds, July 2at 12. Bram . 
son & Son, Sheffield. . 

Howard, Higinbotham, Neath, Glaniorgan, Contractor. Pet June 19, 
Bristol, July 3at 11. Cuthbertson, Neath. 

Hillery, Geo, jun, Prisoner for Debt, Nottingham. Pet June 19, Not. 
tingham, July 24at1l. Belk, Nottingham. 

Hudson, Thos, Lpool, Ship Broker. Pet June 18. Lpool, July 3 af 
11, Holden & Son, Lpool. 

Hyde, John, Birm, Warwick, Cordwainer, Pet June 19. Birm, July3 
atl2. Parry, Birm. 

Insley, John, Drakelow, Derby, Farmer. Pet June8 (for pan). Derby, 
July 18 at 12. Leech, Derby. 

Johnson, Hugh Molloy, Nerquis, nr Mold, Flint, Clerk. Pet June 9 
Mold, July 19 at 11. Hughes, Llanerchymedd. 

Jones, Sam!, Mostyn, Flint, Labourer. Pet June 14, Holywell, July 
fatli. Davies, Holywell. 

Knowles, Thos, Bolton, Lancaster, Tea Dealer. Pet June 19. Bolton, 
July 3at 10, Ramwell, Bolton, 

Lucas, Josiah, Fenny Stratford, Buckingham, Farm Bailiff. Pet Jane 
17. Newport Pagnell, July 3at 4. Jones, Aylesbury. 

Marshall, Geo, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Baker. Pet June 7, 
Warwick, June 29 at 11. Sanderson, Warwick. 

Metcalfe, Hy, Manch, Builder. Pet June 18, Manch, July 8 at hi, 
Law, Manch. 

Millington, John, Borrowash, Derby, Labourer. Pet June 10 (for pan), 
Derby, July 18 at 12. Briggs, Derby. 

Narburgh, Thos, Warwick, Comm Agent. Pet June 18. Warwick, 
July 6 at il. Snape, Warwick. 

Oswin, Edwd Auberry, Lpool, Joiner. Pet June 17. Lpool, July 2at 

Nordon, Lpool. 

Parry, Joseph, Mold, Flint,Grocer. Pet June 18. Mold, July 19atll, 
Parry, Mold. 

— Jas, Prisoner for Debt, Cardiff. Adj June 13. Cardiff, July’ 

1 


at ll, 

Pickburn, John, Staveley, Derby, Tinner. Pet June 18. Chesterfield, 
July 8at 11. Dysor, Sheffield, 

Pownall, Saml, Knotty Ash, Lancaster, Provision Dealer. Pet Juneli, 
Lpool, July 3at5. Price, Lpool. 

Redshaw, Andrew, Gateshead, Durham, out of business. PetJuneli. 
Gateshead, July 2at 11. Bush, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Rees, Wm, Swansea, Glamorgan, Licensed Victualler. Pet June 1, 
Swansea, July 3 at 2. Smith, Swansea. 

Rees, Geo, Swansea, Glamorgan, Joiner. Pet June 6, Swansea, July 
3at2. Morris, Swansea. 

Robinson, Robt, jun, Maulds Meaburn, Westmorland, Butcher. Pet 
June 17, Appleby, July 3atJ1. Arnison, Penrith. 

Robinson, Sam!, Denton Holme, Carlisle, Grocer. Pet June 17. Car- 
lisle, July 3.at il. Donald, Carlisle. 

Strain, Thos, Crabb’s Cross, Worcester, Grocer. Reds 
ditch, July 9 at 11. Simmons, Redditch. 

Taylor, Albert Wm Aplin, Preston, Sussex, Draper’s Assistant. Peét 
June 18, Brighton, July 6 at il. Mills, Brighton, 

Tirrell, John, East Retford, Nottingham, Grocer. Pet June 12 
Leeds, July 3 at 12. Newton & Jones, East Retford. ‘ 

Terngren, Gunnar, Brighton, Sussex, Teacher of Gymnastics. Pet 
June 18. Brighton, July 6 at 11. Lamb, Brighton. 


Pet June 18, 


Watkin, Chas, Glamford Briggs, Lincoln, Painter. Pet June I 
Brigg, July 4at 10. Hayes, Gainsborough. 
Wilson, Rd Cawthra, Prisoner for Debt, Chester. Pet June Wf, 


Chester, July 8at1l. Etty, Lpool. 
To Surrender in London. 
Tuespay, June 25, 1867. 
Bail, Fredk, Shrewsbury-rd, Westbourne-pk, Dairyman, Pet Jane 2l. 
July 9at1. Macmullen, New-inn, Strand, 
Basten, Edwd, Red Cross-st, Southwark, Journeyman Baker. Pet 
‘ = 20. July 9 at 12, Pittman, Guildhall-chambers, Basing: 
all-st. 
Bonesh, Maurice, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet June 8. July Sat 
1. Webster, Basinghall-st. ; 
Briggs, Francis Freshwater, St Ives, Huntingdon, Engineer. Pet 
June 19. July 6at2. Robinson, Gresham House, Old Broad-st. 


Brown, Alfd Herbert, Rochester, Kent, Draper. Pet June 22.. Jaly9 
atl. Lewis & Co, Old Jewry. : 

Casswell, John Wm, Clarendon-rd, Notting-hill, Butcher. Adj June 
20, July i2atll. 

Cooper, Wm, Caterham, Surrey, Stonemason. Pet June 21. July$ 
at2. Parry, Croydon. reedele 


Cubley, Tamberlain, Westminster Bridge-rd, Tobacconist. 
21. July 9 at 12, Webb, Carey-st, Lincoin’s-inn. 

Gibson, Ed, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj June 20. July 12 at I. 

Goldsmid, Alf J, Houndsditch. Wholesale Jeweller. Pet June 1 
July ll at 12. Lewis & Co, Old Jewry. 

Harris, Abraham, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj June 20, July! 


at ll. 
Hitchcock, Geo Chas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj June 20. July 
12 abil. 


Jay, Jas, Blandford, Dorset, Innkeeper. Pet June 21. July lt at 12. 
Paterson & Sons, Bouverie-st, Fleet-st. 

Jennings, Chas Fayers, Woodditton, nr Newmarket, Caml 
Licensed Victualler. Pet June 19. July 8 atl. Lawrance & 
Old Jewry-chambers. 

King, Jas, Winslow, Buckingham. Auctioneer, PetJune 2]. July? 
ati. Tomlins, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. » 

, Jas, Farringdon Market, Potato and Fruit Salesman. Pet Jun 

19, July 8at2. Poole, Bartholomew-close. ' 
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hn Sidney, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet June 20 (for 

— Fonly 10 at, Pittman, Guildhail-chambers, Basinghall-st. 

Miller, Thos. Prisoner for Debt. London. Pet June 19(for pau), July 
$at 2. Grayson, Powis-pl, Queen-sq. 4 

Nightingale, Edwin, Broad Chalk, nr Salisbury, Wilts, Baker. Pet June 
90, Jnly 1! at 12. Piesse, Camberwell-rd. 

Parker, Jas Wm, Bream’s-bdgs, Chancery-lane, Secretary. Pet June 
91. July 11.at12. Croft, Montpelier-row, South Lambeth. 
wntree, Frederick Walter, Old Kent-rd, House Vecorator. Pet June 
ai. July 10 at !. Moss, Gracechurch-st. 

Stewart, Geo Thos, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet June 22 (for pau). 
July 10 at 2. Gontley, Bow-st, Covent-garden. 

Stoneham, John, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj June 20. July 12 


‘ ct = drew, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj June 20, July 12 


a Eliza, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj June 20, July 12 
12, 
wighimeet, Robt Jefferson, Osborne-villas, Maitland-pk, Haverstock- 
hill, Merchant’s Clerk. Pet June 18, July3at 12, Stoker, Chan- 
cery-lane. 
To Surrender in the Country. 


, Joshua, Blackburn, Lancaster, Commission Agent. Pet June 
ey on July 5at 11. Wheeler & Co, Blackburn. 
Ashwell, Chus, Sandy, Bedford, Gardener. Pet June 19. Biggles- 
wade, July 10 at 3.30. Conquest & Stimson, Bedford. 
Atkinson, Richd, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancaster, Labourer. Pet June 
20. Ulverston, July 4at 10. Relph, Barrow-in-Furness. 
Barwick, Eliz, Broughton-in-Furness, Lancaster, Widow. Pet June 15 
(for pau). Lancaster, July5 at 12. Johnson & Tilly, Lancaster. 
Beasley, Emma, Leeds, Boot Top Manufacturer. Pet June 24. Leeds, 
uly liat!!. Harle, e 
ohstgany, Hy, Prisoner for Debt, Bristol. Adj June 20 (for pau). 
Bristol, July 19 at 12. 
Ching, Beyent, Bideford, Devon, Potter. Pet June 22, Exeter, July 
5at12. Clarke, Exeter. : 
Clough, Moore, Prisoner for Debt, York. Adj June 15, Leeds, July 
llat ll. 
Coates, John Jas, Prisoner for Debt, Warwick. Adj June 20. Birm, 
July 12 at10. 
Crossley, Geo Fredk, Hulme, Manch, Silk Dyer. Pet June 14 (for pau). 
Lancaster, July 5 at 12. Clark, Lancaster. 
Dobson, Christopher, Wakefield, York, Wood Turner. Pet June 22. 
Wakefield. July 9 at 10. Simpson, Wakefield. 
Dodd, Thos, Moseley, Worcester, out of business. Pet June 21. Birm, 
July 12 at 19, Southall & Nelson, Birm. 
Dolton, Albert John, Plymouth, Hatter. Pet June 22. East Stone- 
house, July 10at1!. Brian, Plymouth. 
Easterby, Sam!, Wighill, nr Tadcaster, York, Publican. Pet June 20. 
Tadcaster, July 8 at 10.30. Walker, Leeds. 
Edmunds, Thos, Gyfeillon, Pontypridd, Glamorgan, Innkeeper. Pet 
June 19, Pontypridd, July G6 at il. Morgan, Aberdare. 
Evans, Harold, Lpool, Commission Merchant, Pet June 22. Lpool, 
July lat wl. T. & T. Martin, Lpool. 
Farmer, Edwd, Luton, Bedford, Straw Hat Manufacturer. Pet June 
21. Luton, July 8 at 4. Simpson, St Albans. 
pe ome 4 Auty, Prisoner for Debt, York, Adj June 15, Leeds, 
uly 8 at ll. 
Frost, Geo, Blakeney, Norfolk, Labourer. Pet June 20. Holt, July 6 
atll. Loynes & Son. Wells. 
Hembrough, Reuben, Bristol, Hawker. Pet June 18. Bristol, July 19 
at12, Goolden. 
Hood, John, Adeycombe, Northumberland, Farmer. Pet June 22. 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne, July 8 at 12, Joel, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 
Holmes, John, Leeds, Chemist. Pet June 15, Leeds, July 11 at 12, 
Shackleton & Whiteley, Leeds. 
Hughes, Benj, Little Lever, Lancaster. Pet June 20. Bolton, July 10 
at 10, Ramwell, Bolton. 
Hunt, Hy, Dover, Kent, Butler. Pet June2l. Dover, July 9 at 12, 
Fox, Dover. 
Husband, Anthony, Grantham, Lincoln, Warehouseman. Pet June21. 
Birm, July 9 at 11. Gamble & Leech, Derby. 
Jopling, John, Eastbourne, nr Darlington, Durham, out of business. 
Pet June 22. Shotley-bridge, July 10 at 11. Robinson, Darlington. 
Keirby, Benj, Burnley, Lancaster,Comm Agent. Pet June 15 (for pau), 
ter, July 5 at 12, Johnson & Tilly, Lancaster, 
Kennedy, David, Birkenhead, Chester, out of business. Pet June 21. 
_ Birkenhead, July 9at 2, Anderson, Birkenhead. 
King, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, York. Adj June 15. Dewsbury, July 5 
at3. Iveson, 
Lees, Benj, Parwich, Derby, Farm Labourer. Pet June 21. Ashbourne, 
July 1961, Holland, Ashbourne. 
nard, John, Vale Mill, Somerset, Miller. Pet June 21, Weston- 
super-Mare, July 9 at 11. Smith, Weston-super-Mare. 
Limer, Lewis, Longton, Stafford, Fish ger. Pet June 20. Stoke. 
upon-Trent, July 13 at 1!. Tennant, Hanley, 
Lynch, Jas, Halifax, York, Cab Proprietor. Pet June 21. Leeds, 
July 8atii, J.& H. J. Franklin, Halifax, 
= Hartlet Wright, Maldon, Essex. Adj June 15. Ohelmsford, 
y . 
Mellor, Geo Furnivall, Bury, Lancaster, Joiner. Pet June 21, Manch, 
ee 9 . em acre Manch. 
ion, Wm, ampton, Devon, Draper. Pet J Ex i 
Satil, Miller, Copthail-et. tsa ee ee 
Palmer, Mary, Whitehaven, Cumberland, Widow. 
Whitehaven, July 8 at 12. Mason, Whitehaven. 
Parlour, Richd, Middleton-one-Son, Durham, Beerseller. Pet June 21. 
mm rlington, July 8 at 10. Steavenson, Darlington. 
illipson, Wm, Birkenhead, Chester, out of business. Pet June 21. 
Birkenhead, July 9 at 2. Thornley, Lpool. 
Preston, Sarah, East Stonehouse, Devon, Spinster. Pct June 21. 
scent July 10 at 11. Gidley, Plymouth. 
chardson, ‘Thos, Stockport, Chester, Heald Rib and Shaft Maker, 
ae. ane, bee Bigckport, July 19 at 12. Howard, Stockport. 
X ’ ’ ngton, rh’ “ Pe 
Liskeard: July 9 ae oes wall, Coal Dealer. Pet June 19. 





Pet June 21, 


East 





Rushforth, Thos, Leeds, Plumber. Pet Jane 19. Leeds, July 11 at 
12. Harle, Leeds. : 

Shine, Daniel, Prisoner for Debt, York. Adj June 15. Leeds, Jnly 8 
at ll. 

Smalley, Wm, Newark-upon-Trent, Nottingham, Malster. Pet Jane 
19. Newark, July 3at 12, Ashley, Newark-upon-Trent. 

Smith, Wm, Newark-upon-Trent, Nottingham, Shopkeeper. Pat 
June 22, Newark.July 3at 12. Ashley, Newark-upon-Trent. 

Thomas, Moses, Aberdare, Glamorgan, Wheelwright. Pet June 20. 
Aberdare, July 9at 11. Linton, Aberdare. 

Thomas, Hugh, Liscard, Chester, Timber Dealer. Pet June 20. Lpool, 
July 8 at 11, Harris, Lpool. 

Tweedy, Stephen, Burnham Westgate, Baker, Pet Junej9. Little 
Walsingham, July |1 at 3. Loynes and Sons, Wells. 

Urion, Chas, Ellesmere, Salop, Draper. Pet June 31. Birm, July 10 
at 12. Ponton, Ellesmere. 

Williams, Morgan, Everton, Lpool, Comm Traveller. Pet June 15 
(for pau). Lancaster, July 5at 12. Johnson & Tilley, Lancaster. 
— —r3 Vosper, Prisoner for Debt, Devon. Adj June 20. Exeter, 

uly 5 at 12. 
Wilson, David Rogers, Rochdale, Lancaster, Smith. Pet June 20. 
Rochdale. July 9at ll. Whitehead, Rochdale. 


Withill, Philip, Prisoner for Debt, York, Adj June 15. Leeds, July it 
at tl. 


Wrigley, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Pet June 17 (for pau) 
Lancaster, July 5 at 12. Rawlinson, Lancaster. 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, June 21, 1867, 
Wilkinson, John Etridge, & Mary Marvel, Roker, Sunderland, Licensed 
Victuallers. June 17. 
Tvespay, June 25, 1867. 
Lascelles, John Pickard, Burnley, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner. June 6. 
Arensberg, Hy, Faulkner-st, Manch, General Merchant. June il. 
Predeth, Thos, Callow-hills, Newent, Gloucester. June 13, 








ee LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
37, OLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 

SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of their clients, Pro- 
posals for Loans on Freehold or Leasehold Property, Reversions, Life 
Interests, or other adequate securities, 

‘ Proposals may be made in the first instance according to the following 
form :— 
PxvurosaL For Loan on MogtGaces. 

Date...... 

Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor’ 

Amount required £ 

Time and mode of repayment (i. e., whether for a term certain, ar by 
annual or other payments) 

Security (state shortly the particulars of security, and, if land vr build- 
ngs, State the net annual income) 

State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected with the 
Gresham Office in connexion with the security. 

By order of the Board, 
F, ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary. 


OUTH EASTERN RAILWAY STATION.— 

CITY TERMINUS HOTEL, situate in Cannon-street. This mag- 

— hotel, replete with every comfort is NOW OPEN to the 
public, 

In addition tothe accommodation for residents, spacious and well 
prog my rooms are available for large and small meetings, arbitra- 
tions, &c, 

One of the prineipal features of attraction is the grand hall, con- 
sidered to be one of the finest in Europe. 

The station bar and dining rooms are open; and a commodious 
dining room for ladies and gentlemen facing Cannon-street is in full 
operation. 

All communications for public dinners, &c., to be addressed to the 
** Manager, City Terminus Hotel,” Cannon-street, E.C. 








To Landowners, Trustees, Farmers, Solicitors, and Others. 
ESSRS. YEULETT & SON, Auctioneers, 
Valuers, and Land Surveyors, beg to inform the above they 
continue to make Surveys of Land and Valuations of Estates, Farms, 
&c., with promptitude, guaranteed accuracy, and despatch. Property 
submitted to Auction on moderave verms, which may be known on appli- 
cation at their Offices, 13, Walbrook, London, E.C, 


‘I, HE SMOKER’S BONBON effectually removes 

the Taste and Smell of Tobacco from the Mouth and Breath, and 
renders Smoking agreeable and safe. It is very pleasant and wholesome. 
Prepared by a patent process, from the recipe of an eminent physician, 
by SCHOOLING & Co., Wholesale Confectioners, Bethnal-green, London, 
in Sixpenny and Shilling boxes; post free, 7 and 14 stamps,—Sold by 
Chemists, Tobacconists, &«. 


RITS OF SUMMONS Served in the City of 
London and 20 miles round, charges moderate, by W. HAmMBER, 
Process Server, 53, Lower Clifton-street, Finsbury-square. Writs sent by 
post, prepaid, attended to immediately. Late Officer to the Sheriff of 
Middlesex. ‘ 
ASHS TO HOLD THE NUMBERS of the 
? SOLICITORS’ JOORNAL and WEEKLY REPORTER, can be had 
at the Office, or through ay v Bookseller. Price 3s, 6d, and 7s. 6d. 


OARD-ROOM, Furnished, for occasional use, or 

for a Professional Man visiting the City one or two days a-week. 

Large Koom, handsomely furnished, in the greatest thoroughfare in the 
City.—Address, N, H., Deacon’s, 154, Leadenhall-street, 
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Y DOCKS HARBOUR BOARD LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and LONDON an : 
HE MERSEY D & and = 
hereby give Notice, that they are willing to receive LOANS of COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE. Th 
MONEY on the Security of their Bonds, at the rate of Four Pounds Ten No. 119, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET, ‘ 
roves Ld Centum, per Annum, interest, for periods of Three, Five, or HENY GREEN (many years with the late ' 
Interest Warrants for the whole term, payable half-yearly at the Banker the Mi eng ne gh aye sce bes coy’ pe phat pen ne Be of j 
of the Board in Liverpool, or in London, will be issued with each bond, of twenty years, in the spesial insertion of all pro forma notices, &e,, ay Sul 
Communications to be addressed to Grorce J. Jerrenson, Esq., Trea- | hereby solicits their continued support.—N.B. One copy of ad § 
surer, Dock-office, Liverpool. only required, and the strictest care and promptitude assured. All 
By order of the Board, mentary notices specially onsidered. t 
JOHN HARRISON, Secretary, sai P 
Dock Office, Liverpool, May 2nd, 1867. BY ROYAL COMMAND, Wh 
METALLIC PEN MAKER TO THE QUEEN, r 
ESSRS. HOOPER & SON beg to announce OSEPH GILLOTT tfally directs th b 
AVE that after this date great and most important Reductions respecttu y irects the atten, 
‘will be made in their Charges for Copying and Engrossing, effecting ey tion of the Commercial Public, and of all who use Steel Pens, — 
in some cases a saving of eno deunth, ond in others as much as | the incomparable excellence of his productions, which for a oT 
one-third. Material, Action, and Great Durability, will ensure universal pn, 
The New Scale will be—Engrossments, round-hand on Parchment, | ference. ; 
or Paper Cones a ful ength and ated. Copies (exept Faria: | 4 Ta ee otter eet 
men and expedition work) 14d. per folio. As most o! i 8 J a * 5 May i. » Now 
Stherts tenn charged 2d. per Rue there will be a saving of one-fourth. | ®0d at 37, Gracechurch-street, London, 
ee, Bills = Costs, Briefs, and all = prereemeny goon ——. 
ebove), 1d. per folio. | The charge for this work has been 4a. perfolio, | RIVATE INQUIRY OFFICE, No. 2, Southam, ‘ 
The terms on which custom is solicited are—Cash in advance for ton-buildings, Holborn.—Mr. BENTLEY, late Sheriffs’ Ofie, 
Stamps ; and, as regards the writing, Cash if required on delivery, | having had upwards of 20 years’ experience, has opened the above ofly som 
but, as a rule the general account will only be sentin once a-month, | for the purpose of making inquiries of a private nature. All matt agai 
45, Fleet-street, 5th January, 1867 connected with the Divorce and other Law Courts attended to yj! 33 
secrecy and despatch. whi 
: : the. 
This day is published, price 10s, 6d., cloth. mm 
° * S, per des, . ‘ 
PRIZE LAW, particularly with reference to the 185. per & TARRAGONES per dos, ]§ top 
none and obligations i, belligerents and neutrals. By, Professor BOTTLES AND CASES INCLUDED, bis? 
KATCHEN' . of the University o arkov, Russia. Translate 
from the Russian, by FREDERIC THOMAS PRATT, D.C.L, Advocate, Post Orders on Vere Street. dati 
tors’-commons. = 
London: Srevens & Sons, 26, Bell-yard, Lincoln’s-inn, CHARLES WARD AND SON proc 
This day is published, in 8 ice 78. 6d., cloth hail spay — 
is day is publi , in 8vo, price 7s. 6d., cloth, he ecut 
HE ADMIRALTY LAW of COLLISIONS at wz ol Je Ai due 
SEA. By RICHARD LOWNDES. , . ‘AR e ‘ 
London; Stevens & Sons, 26, Bell-yard, Lincoln’s-inn. 18s. per aos ; per dos. 10/ has 
Just published, price 10s, 6d. Y ATES AND ALEXANDE Tt 
SUCCINCT TREATISE ON THE COPYHOLD PRINTERS, com] 
f h AOTS. Pre practical working and eftect thereat, ant tho mote 7, 8, 9, Church Passage, Chancery Lane, E.C., unde 
of pi ure under the same for effecting enfranchisement. By E ls, A’ Is, Bills of ail 1 
CUDDON, of the Middle Temple, Barrister-at-Law. ee SS enone for 
don: Stevens & Sons, Bell-yard. Prospectuses of Public Companies, Share Certificates, Show Cat been 
Cheques, Insurance Tables, Policies, Proposal Forms. the 
In one volume, crown 8vo., price 3s, Catalogues, Particulars and Conditions of Sale, Posting Bills, ani cutio 
A TREATISE ON THE ENGLISH LAW OF | Ser Finthe: exter 
DOMICIL. Dedicated, by permission, to Vice-Chancellor Sir 
Richard Torin Kindersley. | By OLIVER STEPHEN ROUND, Esq., of ILLS OF COMPLAINT AND ANSWER oa 
"s-inn, Barrister-at-Law. 
*" London: 59, Carey-street, Lincoln’s-inn, FOR CASH, 48 6d. PER PAGE, as th 
. A Lower Charge tian has hitherto been offered by the Traés, 1862° 
Just published, price £1 16s., cloth. ia Price 1F PuT To ACcouNT, wall hol re 
EWIN'S LAW OF TRUSTS. Fifth Edition. tg RD RE ; 
A Practical Treatise on the Law of Trusts, By Taos, Lewin, | ®PA&S@S...£2 28. 08. £2 36. Gd. 22 4s. Gd. = £9.00 his sl 
Esq., of Lincoln’s-inn, Barrister-at-Law. YATES & ALEXANDER, called 
Wm. Maxwet & Sons, 29, Fleet-strect. Law, PARLIAMENTARY, AND GENERAL PRINTERS, clause 
Waashe aunde, nae oaiiional 7,8, 9, Church Passage, Chancery Lane, E.C. 4 to 
. = ie Cc 
R. SCRATCHLEY’S TREATISE ON LIFE LACK’S SILVER ELECTRO PLATE is 8 there! 
ASSURANCE AND BUILDING SOCIETIES, containing nu- i f Sil Nickel. A bination of two metals 
merous Tables, with Alphabetical Digests of the Law, and the BILL for | S=:n0 ch Puiwable properties renders it in oe of ar; 
enabling POLICIES to be SECURED to the WIDOW and CHILDREN of | S0ging sell beuable Properties inn en Thread. Kia 2s full 
the ASSURED and for rendering POLICIES ASSIGNABLE at LAW in | * Sterling Silver. noe ae Pinay et 
sveur eae O. & E. Lavron, 159, Fleet-street. Table Forks, perdoz...... 1 10 Oand | 18 0 3 r 0 3 law. 
Westnet ns rene Dessert ditto ...+. 10 Oandl 10 0 1150 2 an op 
4 Table Spoons . 110 Oandl18 0 280 & for ar 
LLOYD ON COMPENSATION. on . e h. pee H jo : ; » ‘ i law, \ 
This day is published, price 10s, 64., cloth. ‘ea Spoons ... eee 0 12 Oan 
for the Table asin Silver. Tea of the 
AW OF COMPENSATION under the Lands | wardedon receipt of20 stampa Ls 4 Sample Tes Seem nth 
Clauses, Railway Clauses Consolidation, and Metropolitan Acts, RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, STRAND, LONDON, 11 
~~ _— oy ie Forms ne Precedents, By EYRE LLOYD, - 7 W ce or 
Inner Temple, hat-atalaw. LACK’S FENDER AND FIRE-IRON agains 
Srzvens & Haynes, 11, Bell-yard, Temple-bar, \ HOUSE is athe ose oy ommneere neo terms 
7 ron Fenders, $s.6d.; Bronzed ditto, 8s. 6d., w 3 supe 
LUNACY PRACTICE. | By JOS. ELMER, with | drawing-room dits, Us. 64. 0 508; Fire Iron, 2, 6 038 a 
Notes of Cases, Forms, Costs, Statutes, General Orders, and | Dish Covers, with handles to take off, 18s. setofsix. Table Knives h 
Index. Fourth edition, cloth, 16s. 6d. Forks, 8s. per dozen. Roasting Jacks, complete, 7s. 6d. due fr 
Stevens & Sons, 26, Bell-yard. 1s, 6d, setof three; elegant Papier Maché ditto, 25s. the set. vides 
ails Jor cottage, £3. Slack’s Cutlery has besn ccleorated or yaa tional 
‘or cottage, £3. Slack’s Cutlery has been 0 bps 
THE COMP ANIES ACT, 1862. . Ivory Table Knives, 14s., 16s., and 18s, per dozen. White Bone ia compa: 
| "Hibnong requisite under the above Act supplied on | and Forks,8s. 9d. and i2s.; Black Horn ditto, 8s, and 10s. ie | 
the shortest notice. The BOOKS AND FORMS kept in stock | Tanted. Jed lish 
for immediate use. ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedily printed | _ A# the limits of an advertisement will not allow of a detailed bMS the su 
in the proper form for registration and distribution. SHARE CER- | chasers are requested to send for their Catalogue, with 350drawiMWERE ig 5 op, 
TIFICATES engraved and printed, OFFICIAL SEALS designed and | Prices of Electro-Plate, Warranted Table Cutlery, Furnishing IMs 
executed. No charge for sketches. gery, &c. Maybe had gratis or post free, Every article marked 8 
Fee Stam figures at the same low prices for which their establishment he! Wr: 
Companies ™, celebrated for nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 delivered curriage™ B' 
ASH & FLINT, per rail, ‘ our las' 
Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 49, Fleet- RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 236, STRAND, LONDON, Ciation 
street, London, E.C. (corner of Serjeauts’-inn). Opposite Somerset [ouse, 








